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By Mr. WELLING: A bill (H. R. 7837) for the relief of
John Gray; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr, ZIHLMAN: A bill (H. . 7838) granting an increase
of pension to Ida B. Welker; to the Committée on Pensions.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petition of the Polish Pub-
lishing Co. and Father Gordon Building & Loan Association,
of Chicago, Ill, against Senate bill 2099, relating to news-
papers and magazines printed in a foreign language; to the
Committee on Printing.

Also (by request), petition of Italian branch of the Ladies’
Waist and Dressmakers’ Union, Local No. 25, of New York,
urging the immediate recall of all American troops in Russia
and the abandonment of attempts to secure special troops for
service there; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also (by request), petition of Mystic Order Veiled Prophets
of the Enchanted Realm, favoring legislation to assure the
supremacy of the American flag over all other flags at public
displays; to the Committee on the Library.

Also (by request), petition of John .J. Mahoney, president of
Division 14, Ancient Order of Hibernians, of Massachusetts, in
favor of n league of nations; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

By Mr. BACHARACH : Petition of Burlington (N. J.) County
Board of Agriculture and Farm Bureau, protesting against the
Mondell bill for land grants for discharged soldiers; to the
Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. BEGG : Petition of certain residents of Plain Town-
ship, Wood County, Ohio, asking for the extension of rural route
No. 2, out of Bowling Green, Ohio, so that they may receive the
benefits of rural free delivery: to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. BROOKS of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Lancaster
Bar Associntion, of Lancaster, ’a., against the abolition of the
ninth internal-revenue distriet; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. CALDWELL: Petition of John . Grabowski, soda-
fountain owner, of Jamaica, Long -Island, N. Y., protesting
against tax on sodas, soft drinks. and ice eream; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ESCH : Petition of Wisconsin Traffic League, urging
immediate return of railroads to private ownership ; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

Also, petition of National Women's Trade Union of America,
supporting the Federal Trade Commission in its efforts to secure
remedial legislation on the meat-packing industry ; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. ~

Also, petition of Polish Publishing Co., of Chicago, I1l., oppos-
ing 8. 2099 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FITZGERALD : Petition of the Lithuanian Weekly, of
Boston, Mass., relating to the Poland Army in the Lithuanian
territories; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

"By Mr. GRAHAM of Illinois: Petition of sundry citizens of
Rock Island, Ill., requesting repeal of taxes now levied on medi-
cines and dental preparations under section 907 of the revenue
act ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

DBy Mr. LINTHICUM: Petition of Eagle Manufacturing Co.
(Ine.), Consolidated Engineering Co., T. Braden Silcott & Co.,
Kunkel Bros. & Co., M. Albert's Sons, Harry J. Mohr, W. P.
Bird & Bro., Henry Fox, John Uhl, Myers & Houseman, Greer &
Davis, all of Baltimore, Md., protesting against the Kenyon bill;
to the Committee on Agriculture. .

Also, petition of Howard Hubbard, of Baltimore, Md., urging
ihe passage of 8. 2253 or H. R. T124, providing for the release
of merchant vessels belonging to the United States from arrest
and attachment in foreign jurisdiction, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judieciary.

Also, petition of Edward D. Noonan, of Baltimore, Md., fa-
voring the resolution of Hon., Wirrraxm E. MasoN appropriating
money for the appointment of a diplomatic representative to
Ireland ; to the Cothmittee on Appropriations.

Also, petition of James A. Wright, of Baltimore, Md., favoring
H. &, 5418, relating to increasing compensation for printers,
pressimen, and bookbinders employed in the Government Print-
ing Office ; to the Committee on Printing,

v Mr. MacGREGOR : Petition of George B. Fisher, of East
Bufifalo, N. Y., against the Kendrick bill (8. 2199) and the
Kenyon bill (8. 2202) ; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of William 8. Cogswell, brevet lieutenant colonel,
of New York, urging that the flagship Hariford will be asso-
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ciated always with the genius and achievements of the Nation's
great admiral, Farragut; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. McGLENNON : Petition of Junior Order United Ameri-
can Mechanics, Vigilant Council, No. 155, of Kearny, N. J., favor-
ing a law allowing six months’ pay to each soldier or sailor who
served in the United States service in the World War; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. REBER : Petition of Mr. Adam Adoureftus and Mr,
Mutt Yourkineke, Shenandoah, Pa.; and Mr. Mat Buragas, Mr.
John J. Miscavage, jr., and Mr. John J. Miscavage, sr., of
Tamaqua, Pa., urging the United States to demand the with-
drawal of Polish troops from Lithuanian territory, and to give
to Lithuania a moral support in her war against Bolshevism;
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs,

By Mr. WATSON of Pennsylvania : Petition of certain citizens
of Pennsylvania concerning a bill for relief of the Sanitary Co.
of America ; to the Committee on Claims.

SENATE.
Frivay, July 25, 1919.

The Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer:

Almighty God, we come to Thee in prayer that our inner life
may conform to the spiritual fact, that we may be brought by
Thy grace into conformity to Thy will, that our minds may work
in accord with the divine law, that our consciences may respond
to Thine own command, that our hearts may feel the touch of
Thy love, that as men whose lives are God centered we may do
the work of this day in Thy sight and with Thy blessing. We
agk Thee to guide us. For Christ’s sake, Amen.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's
proceedings, when, on request of Mr. Saoor and by unanimous
consent, the further reading was dispensed with and the Journal
was approved.

THE CLAIM OF CHINA.

Mr. SPENCER. Mr. President, I hold in my hand an official
copy of the claim of China, submitting its reasons for asking
for the abrogation of the Chinese-Japanese treaty as it was pre-
sented at Paris, and containing the 21 points that Japan has
against China. It is a matter about which so much inquiry has
developed that I ask that it be printed in the REcorD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection?

Mr. KING. May I ask the Senator if it was not printed in the
Recorp as a part of the remarks of the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. RopinsoN]?

Mr. SPENCER.
tors have seen it.
I showed it to him.

There being no objection, the paper was ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

THE CLAIM OF CHINA FOR THE ABROGATION OF THE TREATIES AND NOTES
CONCLUDED WITH JAPAN oN May 25, 1915,
INTRODUCTORY.

“ This claim submits for abrogation by the peace conference
the set of treaties and notes made and exchanged by and be-
tween the Chinese Government and the Japanese Government
on May 25, 1915. (See Appendix 4.)

“These treaties and notes—hereinafter referred to as the
‘Treaties of 1915 '—were signed by the Chinese Government
under pressure of the series of demands known as the 21 de-
mands presented. by the Japanese Government on January 18,
1915, and enforced by the Japanese ultimatum delivered to the
Chinese Government on May 7, 1915. (See Appendices 2 and 3.)

“Action by the peace conference in respect of these treaties
of 1915 is elaimed by China for reasons herein elaborated,

ParT 1.
“ FIRST INSTRUCTIONS * TO ME. HIOKL .t

“1. On December 3, 1914, the Japanese minister at Peking,
Mr. Hioki, was handed at Tokyo the text of the 21 demands for
presentation to the Chinese Government. They were divided
into five groups.

“In the *‘First instructions given by Baron Kato [then
Japanese minister for foreign affairs] to Mr. Hioki,’ which were
officially published at Tokyo on June 9, 1915 (see Appendix 1),
Mr. Hioki was informed that ‘In order to provide for the re-
adjustment of affairs consequent on the Japan-German war and
for the purpose of insuring a lasting peace in the Far East by
strengthening the position of the [Japanese] Empire, the Im-
perial Government have resolved to approach the Chinese Gov-
ernment with a view to conclude treaties and agreements mainly
along the lines laid down in the first four groups of the ap-

I think neot, and I do not think many Sena-
I have yet to find anyone who has seen it as
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pended proposals [i. e, the 21 demands]. * * * Believing it
absolutely essential for strengthening Japan's position in east-
ern Asia, as well as for the preservation of the general interest
of that region, to secure China’s adherence to the foregoing
proposals, the Imperial Government are determined to attain
this end by all means within their power. You are therefore
requested to use your best endeavor in the conduct of the nego-
tiations, which are hereby placed in your hands.

“‘As regards the proposals eontained in the fifth group,’ Mr.
Hioki was informed that they were to be ‘presented as the
wishes of the Imperial Government,” but ‘ you are also requested
to exercise your best efforts to have our wishes carried out.’

. “It is important, however, to state that the proposals in this
fifth group were presented fe the Chinese Government as de-
mands and not as * wishes,”

JAPAN'S WAR AL,

“2. Attention is directed here to these ‘ First instructions ' to
Mr. Hioki, because, studied in connection with other indications
of Japanese policy in China, they point reasonably to the infer-
ence that Japan's dominant aim in the war against the Central
Powers was the °strengthening of Japan's position in eastern
Asgin * and the Japanese Government were ‘ determined to attain
this end by all means within their power.’

“3. This reference to Japan's war aim is made because it
appears desirable to place all the facts before the peace con-
ference in order that a correct decision may be rendered, inter
alia, on the pending claim of the Japanese Government for ‘the
unconditional cession of the leased territory of Kiaochow, to-
gether with the railways and other rights possessed by Germany
in respect of Shantung Province.

‘“If the real objeet for which Japan entered the war was less
the destruetion of German imperialism than the creation of a
situation enabling her to strengthen her own * position in eastern
Asia by all means within her power,’ it is legitimate for China—
as the one of the Allied and Associated States that would suffer
in the event of the success of the Japanese claim—to urge the
rejection of this claim on the ground that Japan entered the war
and envisaged its end in a sense at variance with the principles
for which the Entente Allies and America have fought and
conquered.

PRESENTATIOXN OF THE TWENTYI-OXE DEMAXDS.

“ 4 Six weeks had elapsed from the date of the *First in-
structions,” when it was decided that a suitable opportunity had
occurred for the presentation of the twenty-one demands. This
took place on January 18, 1915, following swiftly on the communi-
cation of a note from the Chinese minister for foreign affairs in
reply to a dispatch from Mr. Hioki. The latter had written to
state that the Japanese Government would not recognize the
cancellation of the special military zone which the Chinese Gov-
ernment had delimited in connection with the operations of the
Japanese forees besieging the small German garrison at Tsingtao
within the leased territory of Kiaochow.

“5. This note from the Chinese minister for foreign affairs is
the last of a series of six notes (these notes are included in the
Appendices to the Memorandum relating to Kiaochow, filed by
the Chinese delegation, and numbered 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, and 11) pass-
ing between him and Mr. Hioki. These notes dealt not only
with the special military zone, but with the protest of the Chinese
Government against the forcible and unnecessary seizure by the
Japanese of the Trans-Shantung Railway, which dominates the
Province of Shantung, .

“ The whole of this series of notes is important because they
connect the twenty-one demands with the situation created in
Shantung by the Japanese military authorities in their opera-
tions for the reduetion of the German * fortress " of Tsingtao.

“ This fortress was garrisoned by 5,250 German and Austrian
regulars and reservists hastily assembled, Under the plea of
military necessity the Japanese forces entered Chinese terrvitory
150 miles to the rear of the ‘stronghold.’” In the land opera-
tions ensuing the Japanese had a total of 12 officers killed and
40 wounded and 324 rank and file killed and 1,148 wounded.
In the naval operations one small eruiser was sunk by a mine
and 280 of the crew perished. In additien to this disaster the
Navy had 40 men killed and wounded.

* These figures are given not in any way to detract from the
merit of Japan’s principal military achievement during the war,
but only to indicate what operations were actually involved in
the fall of the fortress.

“G. The note from the Chinese minister for foreign affairs
points out that two months have ‘elapsed since the capiure of
Tsingtao; the basis of German military preparations has been
destroyed ; the troops of Great Britain have already been and
those of your country are being gradually withdrawn. This
shows clearly that there is no more military action in the special
area, and that the said area ought to be canceled admits of no

doubt. * * * Ag efforts have always been made to effect an
amicable settlement of affairs between your country and ours, it
is our earnest hope that your Government will act upon the prin-
ciple of preserving peace in the Far East and maintaining inter-
national confidence and friendship,’

“7. Within 36 hours of the expression of this earnest hope of
the Chinese Government, Mr. Hioki presented to the President
of the Chinese Republic a series of demands which the Govern-
ment and people of China viewed as an act of the same order of
policy as the Austrian ultimatum to Serbia that had plunged
Europe into war just 24 weeks before.

Papt 2,
ANALYSIS OF THE 21 DEMAXDS.

“8. An examination of these 21 demands shows thnt their
ruling purpose was to impose on China a settlement not unlike
in principle to the one imposed on Korea during the short
period preceding the extinction of Korean independence.

Group I.

*9. Group I deals with the Provinee of Shantung, which is
greater in area and in population than the whole of England,
besides being a piece of China packed with memories of Con-
fucius and hallowed as the eradle of Chinese enlture.

“10. The first demand in this group insists on the Chinese
Government engaging to ‘give foll assent to all matters upon
which the Japanese Government may lereafter agree with the
German Government relating to the disposition of all rights,
interests, and concessions which Germany, by virtue of treaties
or otherwise, possesses in relation to the Province of Shantung.’

“At the date of the 21 demands the ‘rights, interests, and
concessions ' of Germany in Shantung inecluded the leased ter-
ritory of Kiaochow, with the harbor of Tsingtao, the trans-
Shantung railway known as the Tsingtao-Chinan Railway or
Kiaochow-Tsinanfu Railway, and other railway as well as
mining rights in the Province. :

“They were the fruits of 16 years of German aggression in
Shantung Province, and their transfer to Japan means that the
Teutonic methods, which enabled Germany to dominate and ex-
ploit the Provinee, will pass into the hands of a power with a
great military base already standing on Chinese soil at Port
Arthur,

HAILWAY DOMINATION OF XORTH CIINA.

“11. The meaning of this Japanese succession to German
rights in Shantung is best illustrated in the railway situation
arising out of Japan’'s exercisc of two of the ‘other railway
rights’ that were vested in Germany.

“Although Japan's claim now before the peace conference, in
so far as it relates to China, is confined to the ‘railways and
other rights possessed by Germany in respect of Shantung Prov-
ince,’ she has pressed (in a set of secret agreement and notes
concluded on Sept. 24, 1918) on China the accepiance of the
view that her first demand in Group I—which is substantially
repeated in her conference claim—covers the German rights to
finance, construct, and supply the materials for two lines of
rallway running into the two other Provinces of Kiangsu and
Chihli, though starting in Shantung.

“If the peace conference econcede this Japanese claim, tlie
following formidable situation will be ereated: Through the
trans-Shantung Railway, with ifs western or inland terminus
at the provineial capital of Chinanfu where it flanks the north-
ern section of the Tientsin-Pukow Railway—built by the Ger-
mans—Japan will at once dominate the whole of Shantung as
well as the northern half of this important trunk line. Then,
by financing, constructing, and supplying the materials for the
first of the aforesaid ‘two lines of railway '—i. e., a line from
the city of Kaomi, on the trans-Shantung Railway, to a point
strategically dominating the southern or British constructed
section of the same Tientgin-Pukow Rallway—Japan will prac-
tically master the great railroad linking Tientsin (the port of
Peking) and north China with the Yangize Valley and =outh
China,

“ Next, by finaneing, ete., the second of the ‘ two lines of rail-
way '—i. e, a line practieally extending the trans-Shantung

' Railway from Chinanfu, where it will bisect the Tientsin-

Pukow trunk line, to a point westward on the Peking-Hankow
Railway—Japan will flank the other of the two trunk lines con-
necting Peking and north China with central and southern
China. (It is important to note that the administration of a
Japanese constructed railway in China goes far beyond that of
any other foreign constructed railway in China, including even
those constructed by Germany in Shanitung. It means that the
railway is practically manned by Japanese, to the exclusion
even of Chinese; that the railway is policed by Japanese gen-
darmerie and is guarded by Japanese troops along its entire
length. That is the danger.)
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“And when it is borne in mind that Japan also controls the
railway. systems in sonth Manchuria and eastern inner Mon-
golia, the extent of Japan’s railway domination of China north
of the great line of the Yangtze will be realized.

“This fact also must be noted. It means the isolation of
Peking, which will be cut off from central and southern China
not only by land but by the sea route, owing to the Gulf of
Pechihli—through which Peking ean be reached via its port of
Tientsin—heing directly dominated by the Japanese at Port
Arthur.

THE “ STRATEGIC REAR ¥’ OF WEIHAIWEIL

“12. It is further interesting to note the connection between
the third demand in Group I with this strategic situation based
on Japan's contemplated railway domination in northern China.
The demand requires ‘the Chinese Government to agree to
Japan’'s building a railway connecting Chefoo or Lungkow ’ with
the trans-Shantung Railway.

* Look at the map of Shantung and it will at once be seen
that, lying obliguely opposite to Port Arthur, is the leased
territory of Weihaiwei which Great Britain occupied in order
to redress the ‘ balance of power’ in China when Russia seized
Port Arthur,

“While China can not but view foreign occupation of Wei-
haiwel as well as of other leased territories in a sense derogat-
ing from her territorial integrity, it is important, even from the
Chinese point of view to direct attention to the fact that the
strategic value of Weihaiwei could be seriously impaired if the
power in possession of Port Arthur were to control either Chefoo
or Lungkow, both of which lie to the ‘strategic rear’ of the
British leased territory.

Group I1I.
ANNEXATION AT WORK.

“13. The seven demands in Group II exact in favor of Japan
and her nationals a series of preferential rights, interests, and
privileges in South Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia cal-
culated at once to increase the existing difficulties which seri-
ously hamper effective Chinese administration in these two
areas and to develop a situation facilitating the extension
thereto of the territorial system which has transformed Korea
into a Japanese Province.

“Although all the demands in this group vitally affect the ter-
- ritorial integrity and independence of China in South Manchuria
and eastern inuer Mongolia, it must suffice here to direct atten-
tion only to the first demand which insists *‘that the lease of
Port Arthur and Dalny and the term of lease of the South Man-
churian Railway and the Antung-Mukden Railway shall be
extended to a period of 99 years.

“The extension of these leaseholds means the perpetuation of
an alien political system in South Manchuria that immediately
menaces the territorial integrity and independence of China.
Through Port Arthur—the most powerful citadel in continental
Asia—and the commercial base of Dalny which is linked with
the South Manchuria and Antung-Mukden lines, Japan politi-
cally and commercially dominates a region through which lies
the * historic road of invasions’ into China. In the past Asiatic
invaders have entered the country from the north; and it was
through the Manchurian ‘gate’ that the last invaders erossed
into the great plains of northern China. #

“ History and a sense of realities seems to suggrst a view of
the Japanese system in South Manchuria that can not be recon-
ciled with the security of the Chinese Republic. And the oppo-
sition between this system of Japan and the safety of China is
made sharper by the demand in question. Instead of China
regaining Port Arthur and Dalny in the year 1923, as stipulated
in the original lease of these places, Japan will continue to retain
them until the month of Mareh in the *eighty-sixth year of the
Chinese Republic—that is to say, in the year 1997 of the Chris-
tian era ' (English version of the treaties of 1915 officially pub-
lished at Tokyo on June 9, 1915)—the precise month and 'year
when Germany promised to ‘return’ Kiaochow to China.

Group III.
JAPAN'S IRON POLICY IN CHINA,

“ 14, Besides involving the violation of the territorial integ-
rity and sovereignty of China in Shantung, South Manchuria,
and eastern inner Mongolia, the 21 demands also encroach on
Chinese economie independence by their exaction in Group IIT
of an undertaking with respect to the Han-Yeh-Ping Co., or
iron works, well caleulated to lead to ultimate Japanese acquisi-
tion of the most important industrial enterprise in the Yangtze
Valley.

“In its final form, as insisted upon in the Japanese ultimatum,
the undertaking reads ‘ that if in future the Han-Yeh-Ping Co.
and the Japanese capitalists agree upon cooperation, the Chi-
nese Government, in view of the intimate relations subsisting

between the Japanese capitalists and the said company, will
forthwith give its permission. The Chinese Government further
agree not to confiscate the said company, nor without the con-
sent of the Japanese capltalists to convert it into a State enter-
prise, nor cause it to borrow and use foreign capital other than
Japanese.’

TWO JATANESE STATEMENTS.

“15. That the economic policy expressed in this Han-Yeh-Ping
undertaking means Japanese control of China’s natural re-
sources is made clear by two recent Japanese statements. In
a pamphlet lately issued in Paris by Baron Makino, then acting
senior member of the Japanese peace delegation, the declara-
tion is made that ‘ Ching has the raw material; we have need
for raw material and we have the capital to invest with China
in its development for use by ourselves as well as by China.
This same point was emphasized in an address delivered hy
Viscount Uchida, the present Japanese minister for foreign af-
fairs, at the opening of the Diet at Tokyo last January :

“*We have to rely,’ the minister declared, ‘ in a large measure,
upon rich natural resources in China in order to assure our own
economic existence.’

*“ China does not admit that her natural resources are neces-
sary to assure the economic existence of Japan any more than
the ‘natural resources’ of Alsace-Lorraine were necessary to
assure the economic existence of Germany.

Group IV,

“16. The single demand in Group IV required the Chinese
Government to ‘engage not to cede or lease to any other power
any harbor or bay on or any island along the coast of China.’

* In insisting on this demand Japan represented her objects to
be the more effective preservation of the ®territorial integrity
of China,” It will be seen, however, that the demand is worded
in a sense apparently excluding Japan from the ecategory of
powers in whose favor the Chinese Government engage not to
violate the territorial integrity of China. As a result of the
Chinese Government’s objection to a demand worded in such a
dangerously ambiguous sense the Japanese ultimatum called for
a declaration by China that ‘ no bay, harbor, or island along the
coast of China may be ceded or leased to any power.’

Group V.

“17. Finally, we come to the set of seven demands known as
Group V. It is an open secret that the existence of these e-
mands was not admitted by Japan when public attention was
first drawn to them, and that they were not included in the
Japanese communication replying to an inguiry of the great
powers regarding the nature and the terms of the 21 demands.

“ By this group of demands * influential Japanese' were to be
engaged by the Chinese Government ‘as advisers in political,
finaneial, and military affairs.’ ‘The police departments of im-
portant places (in China)’ were to be * jointly administered by
Japanese and Chinese, or the police departments of these places”
were to ‘ employ numerous Japanese.! ‘China’ was to ‘ purchase
from Japan a fixed amount of munitions of war (say, 50 per
cent or more) of what is needed by the Chinese Government, or
there shall be established in China a Chino-Japanese jointly
worked arsenal. Japanese technical experts are to be employed
and Japanese material to be purchased.’

“In other words, the Chinese Army, with its illimitable possi-
bilities in man power, was to be organized and controlled by
influential Japanese military ‘advisers’ and was to be equipped
and supplied with arms and munitions of Japanese pattern and
manufacture.

“18. Railway rights were also demanded in this Group V which
‘ conflicted with the Shanghai-Hangchow-Ningpo railway agree-
ment of March 6, 1908, the Nanking-Changsha railway agreement
of March 31, 1914, and the engagement of August 24, 1914, giv-
ing preference to British firms for the projected line from
Nanchang to Chaochowfu. TFor this reason the Chinese Govern-
ment found themselves unable to consider the demand, though
the Japanese minister, while informed of China's engagements
with Great Britain, repeatedly pressed for its sacceptance.’
(Chinese official statement.)

JAPANESE MISSIONARY PROPAGANDA,

%19, Two of the demands in this Group V related to the ae-
quisition of land for schools, hospitals, and temples, as well as
to the right of missionary propaganda. They presented, ‘in the
opinion of the Chinese Government, grave obstacles * =
the religions of the two countries are identical, and thprefme
the need far a missionary propaganda to be carried on in China
by Japanese does not exist. Thenatural rivalry between Chinese
and Japanese followers of the same faith would tend to cieate
incessant disputes and friction. Whereas western missionaries
live apart from the Chinese communities among which they
labor, Japanese monks would live with the Chinese,” and the
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stmilarity of their physical characteristics, their religious garb,
and their habits of life would render it impossible to distinguish
them for purposes of affording the protection which the Jap-
anese Government would require should be extended to them
under the system of extraterritoriality now obtaining in China’
(Chinese official statement.)

“ Moreover, there was the fear that the ‘Japanese monks’
might under the gnide of missionary propagandists, carry on
a political propaganda inconsistent with the maintenance of
China's independence,

“A FOREIGN POWER”™ IN FUEIEN.

“ 20, A short reference must be made fo the demand in this
group relating to the Province of Fukien, the acceptance of
which—as mentioned in the next section—was included in the
Japanese ultimatum, although, according to the *first instrue-
tions’ to Mr, Hioki, it was to be presented not as a demand
but as a ‘wish.’

“The province happens to be the part of China lying nearest
to—but at some distance from—the island of Formosa (see
map facing p. 6) which was ceded to Japan as a result of
her successful war against China in 1804-95. This geographi-
cal propinguity is serving as a basis for cerfain Japanese
claims respecting Fukien. One of these claims is that Japan
has n sort of right of vetoing any attempt on the part of
China to utilize and develop, with foreign capital, the natural
facilities on any part of the Fukien coast as a *shipyard, mili-
tary coaling station, naval station, or any other military estab-
lishment.’

“In the Japanese note relating to ¥ukien, which is included
among the annexes teo the treaties of 1915, specific reference

is made to a reported intention of the Chinese Government

permitting ‘a foreign power’ (English version of the treaties
of 1915 officially published at Tokyo on June 9, 1915) to build
a shipyard, etc., in the province. In the course of the discus-
sion on this demand eoncerning Fukien, the Japanese

repre-
sentative justified its presentation on the ground that his Gov-

ernment undersiood that the United States was interested in
some form of development work in the Province.
MEAXING OF * POSTPONED FOR LATER NEGOTIATION.™

“ 921, It is true that, with the exception of the demand relat-
ing to Fukien, this Group V was * postponed for later negotia-
tion’ and its aeceptance was not demanded in the ultimatum
by whiech Japan stopped further discussion of the 21 demands
and insisted on the acceptance of the demands in Groups I, II,
III, and IV, subjeet to certain unimpertant verbal variations.

“ The nltimatum was delivered to the Chinese Government on
May 7, 1915, with the warning that “in case the TImperial
[Japanese] Government fail to receive from the Chinese Gov-
ernment, before 6 p. m, of May 9, satisfactery response to their

_advice they will take such independent action as they may
deem necessary to meet the situation® (English version of the
ultimatum officially published at Tokyo on June 9, 1915).’

“Although this postponement of Group V for ‘later negotia-
tions " was alleged by the Japanese Government to be ‘mark
of their good will toward the Chinese Government,’ it is
known that this course followed representations made to
Japan by other powers. The Japanese Government, neverthe-
less, insisted that the Chinese Government should specifically
state in their reply to the ultimatum that Group V had been
¢ postponed for later negotiation.’

“ 22 This statement of the case would. be incomplete unless
it were noted that, since the date of the ultimatum, Japanese
policy in China apears to be expressing ifself in terms of the
specific principles worked out in these demands in Group V
* postponed for later megotiation.’

M. ERUPENSKY'S TESTIMOXY.
%93 What Japan means by postponing Group V ‘for later
negotiation® is made plain by M. Krupensky, Russian ambassa-

dor at Tokyo, in two dispatches written by him to his home
Government. These dispatches were included among the docu-
ments found in the archives of the Russian foreign office and
published by the Russian revolutionary government on Novem-
ber 22, 1917,

“M. Krupensky's first dispatch is dated October 16, 1917,
and reads as follows:

“¢In reply to my question as to the credibility of the rumers
alleging that Japan is prepared te sell to the Chinese Govern-
ment a considerable guantify of arms and munitions, Viscount
Motono [then Japanese minister for foreign affairs] eon-
firmed them, and added that the Peking Government had
promised not to use the arms against the seutherners. It was
evident from the minister’s words, however, that this promise
possessed only the value of a formal tion of this sale,

infringing as the latter dees:the principle of nonintervention

in the internal Chinese feuds, proclaimed by Japan herself,
# = @ It is most likely that the Japanese are aiming prin-
cipally at obtaining the privilege of rearming the entire Chinese
Army, and at making C dependent in the future on Japa-
nese arsenals and the supply of munitons from Japan. The
arms to be supplied are estimated at 30,000,000 yen. At the
same time, Japan intends establishing an arsenal in China
for the manufacture of war materials.’ |
M., KEUPENSKY'S SECOND DISPATCH.

“The other dispateh is dated October 22, 1917. It is a docu-

ment of exceptional value, written as it is by one of the ablest

of the Russian diplomatic service, with a great knowl-
edge of both Chinese and Japanese affairs. Before he was
appointed to the Russian Embassy at Tokyo, M. Krupensky was
Russian minister at Peking; indeed, he filled this office at the
time when the 21 demands were presented and negotiated in
1915.

“After remarking that the reported American recognition of
Japan’s special position in China—then under negotiation at
‘Washington—will ¢ inevitably lead in the future to serious mis-
understandings between us (Russia) and Japan,’ the docnment
continues :

“The Japanese are manifesting more and more clearly a
tendency to interpret the speclal position of Japan in China,
inter alia, in the sense that other powers must not undertake
in China any political steps without previously exchanging
views with Japan on the subject—a condition that would to
some exlent establish a Japanesec control over the foreign
affairs of China. [It will be remembered that one of the de-
cisive acts preceding the annexation of Korea was the conclu-
sion of the Japan-Korea treaty of November 17, 1905, vesting
in the Japanese Government the direction and conirol of the
foreign affairs of Korea.] On the other hand, the Japanesc
Government does not attach much importance o its recognition
of the prineiple of the open door and the integrity of China,
regarding it as merely a repetition of the assurance repeatedly
given by it earlier to other powers, and implying no new re-
strictions for the Japanese policy in China. It is, therefore,
quite possible that at some future time there may arise in this
connection misunderstanding between the United States and
Japan., The minister for foreign affairs confirmed to-day, in
conversation with me, that in the negotiations by Viscount Ishii.
fat Washington] the question at issue is not some special con-
cession to Japan in these or other parts of China, but Japan’s
apecial position in China as a whole* [italics added].

JAPAX AND THE LANBING-ISHII AGREEMENT,

“24, In a third dispatch writien to the Russian Government
under date of November 1, 1917, M. Krupensky explained what
the Japanese Government thought regarding the possibility of

demdmg in the mterpretation of the Lansing»lshn
xgreement. ch recognized Japan's ‘special position’ and
spedalinterests in China. Rq)orﬁ.ngthathehmlaskad Vis-
count Motono, Japanese minister for foreign affairs, * whether
he did not fear that in the future misunderstandings might
arise from the different interpretations by Japan and the United
States of the terms “ special mission ” and “ special interests”
of Japan In China,” M. Krupensky stated: ‘I gain the impres-
sion from the words of the minister that he is conscious of the
possibility of misunderstandings in the future, but is of the
opinion that in such a case Japan wonld have better means at
her disposal for carrying into effect her interpretation than the
United States.

“The Chinese Gmernmmt, when furnished with copies of
these notes, lodged at Washington and at Tokyo a declaration
to the effect that China, having adopted toward friendly nations
the principle of justice, equity, and respect for treaty rights,
and recognizing special relations created by territorial propin-
quity only so far as expressed in treaties, would not permit
herself to be bound by any agreement made between other
nations.

“The interpretation which the United States Government
gives to the notes can be inferred from ifs statement, accom-
panying the publication of these notes, that these notes *not
only contain a reaffirmation of the open-door policy but also
introduce a principle of noninterference with the sovereignty
and territorial integrity of China, which, generally applied, is
essential to perpetual international peace, as has been so
clearly declared by President Wilson.’

Panrr 3.
ABROGATION OF TREATIES OF 1915.

“ 25, It is submitted that the treaties and notes signed and
exchanged by and befween the Chinese and Japanese Govern-
ments on May 25, 1915, as a result of the negotiations connected
with the Ql-demands-nud of the Japanese ultimatam-of May 7T,
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1915, are and do constitute one entire transaction or settlement
arising out of and connected with the war between the allied
and associated States and the Central Powers.

“An essential feature of this transaction is the set of demands
relating fo the Province of Shantung and insisting on the right
of Japan to succeed to the leased territory of Kiaochow and the
other ‘rights, interests, and concessions’ of Germany in the
Province.

“That this essential feature of the transaction can only be
settled by the peace conference is clearly admitted by the
Japanese Government, because they have submitted to the con-
ference a claim for * the unconditional cession of the leased ter-
ritory of Kiaochow, together with the railways and other rights
possessed by Germany in respect of Shantung Province.'

“ It follows, therefore, the entire transaction or settlement
of which this Shantung claim of Japan forms an essential
feature is a matter directly arising out of the war and within
the purview of the peace conference and necessarily subject to
its revisionary action.

WAR CHARACTER OF TREATIES OF 1015 EMPHASIZED,

“26. The war character of these treaties of 1915 is further
attested by the opening sentence of the ‘ First Instructions® to
Mr. Hioki, which reads: °In order to provide for the readjust-
ment of affairs consequent on the Japan-German war and for
the purpose of insuring a lasting peace in the Far East by
strergthening the position o7 the [Japanese] Empire, the Im-
perial Government have resolved to approach the Chinese Gov-
ernment with a view to conclude treaties and agreements
mainly along the lines laid down in the first four groups of the
appended proposals.”

“The Japanese ultimatum [English version of the ultima-
tum published at Tokyo] also begins with a sentence, empha-
sizing that the demarche is due to the desire of Japan ‘to
adjust matters to meet the new situation created by the war
between Japan and Germany * * %

TREATIES OF 1915 SIGNED UNDER COERCION.

“#27. The fact that these treaties of 1915 were signed by the
Chinese Government of the day does not remove them from the
scope of the revisionary authority of the peace conference.
Nor can the same operate as an estoppel against China in her
claim to be released from them. These treaties were signed
by the Chinese (Government under coercion of the Japanese
ultimatum of May 7, 1015, and in circumstances entirely ex-
cluding any suggestion that China was a free and consenting
party to the transaction embodied in them,

ABROGATION INVOLYES X0 IXJUSTICE OR UNFAIRXESS TO JAPAN.

“28. The abrogation of the treaties of 1915 necessarily car-
ries with it the rejection of the pending Japanese claim for
the unconditional cession of the German system in Shantung.

“On this point, the submission is made that no injustice or
unfairness will be done to Japan in denying her claim to per-
petunte German aggression in Shantung. Nor will Japan’'s fail-
ure in this respect place her in a position inferior to that of any
of the other powers in *territorial propinquity ’ to China, even
assuming—which China does not admit—that Japan’s *terri-
torial propinquity " entitles her to claim a ‘special position’ in
China which has never been claimed by Great Britain and
France, althongh their respective Asiatic possessions are also
‘contiguous’ to the territory of the Chinese Republic.

HOW CHINA WAS TREVENTED FROM INTERVENING IN THE WAR.

“ 20 1t is also submitted that but for the attitude of Japan—
inspired largely, it seems, by her desire to replace Germany in
Shantung—China would have been associated with the Allies
in August, 1914, and again in November, 1915, in the struggle
against the Central Powers,

“In August, 1914, the Chinese Government expressed their
desire to declare war against Germany and to take part in the
Anglo-Japanese operations against the German garrison at
Tsingtao. The proposal was not pressed, owing to the intima-
tion reaching the Chinese Government that the proposed
Chinese participation was likely to create ‘ complications’ with
a cerfain power.

“ Again in November, 1915, the Chinese Government ex-
pressed their desire to enter the war in association with the
Allies, but the Japanese Government opposed the proposal.

“ Eventually, however, the Chinese Government addressed
a note of warning to Germany on February 9, 1917, severed
diplomatic relations with the latter on March 14 following,
and finally declared war against Germany and Austria on
August 14, 1917—the opposition of the Japanese Government
having been removed in the ecircumstances indicated in an-
other dispatch written by M. Krupensky to the Russian Gov-

ernment on February 8, 1917, reporting on his efforts to in-
duce Japan to withdraw her opposition to China's entry into
the war on the side of the Allies (vide, infra, sec. 34). (In
this connection it is right to note China's war services and
offer of man power to the Allies and America. During the
war a large contingent of Chinese workers labored for the
Allies behind the battle lines in northern France. They
eventually numbered 130,678. Not a few of them were killed
or wounded by enemy operations. In addition to these workers
in France a large number were employed in eonnection with
the British operations in Mesopotamia and German East Africa,
and the crews of quite a considerable number of British ships
consisted of Chinese seamen.

“(Besides placing at the disposal of the allied Governments
nine steamers, which were greatly needed for the Chinese
export trade, the Chinese Government offered to dispatch an
Army of 100,000 to reenforce the man power of the allied and
associated States in France. The offer was favorably enter-
tained by the interallied council in Paris, but owing to allied
inability to supply the necessary tonnage for transport the
proposal eventually could not be carried out.)

“30. Further, it is reasonable to point out that if Japan had
not occupied it the leased territory of Kiaochow would in any
event have been directly restored to China as one of the States
associated with the allied powers and the United States in
the war against the Central Powers.

THE CONGRESS OF BERLIN.

“31. The submission is further made that in addition to the
foregoing reasons there are precedents justifying the peace
conference in dealing with the treaties of 1915 in the sense of
abrogation.

“The Congress of Berlin is an instance of the great powers,
acting as a whole and collectively, revising a treaty concluded
between two States, i, e, Russia and Turkey, for a variety
of reasons, but mainly becaunse the settlement dictated by
Russia at San Stefano was deemed ultimately to endanger
the peace of Europe. 3

* It is urged that the settlement dictated by Japan at Peking
in 1915 endangers directly the peace of far Asia, and ulti-
mately the peace of the world.

A CONFERENCE RULING.

“ 32, There are two other arguments against the validity of
the treaties of 1915. One is based on a ruling of the confer-
ence and the other on the lack of finality affecting the treaties.

“By article 1 of the ‘treaty respecting the Province of
Shantung® (see Appendix 4), which embodies the first of the 21
demands, the Chinese Government engage to recognize any
agreement concluded between Japan and Germany. respecting
the disposition of the latter's ‘rights, interests, and conces-
sions’ in the Province, and in the notes exchanged regarding
Kiaochow (see p. 36) Japan subjects the restoration of the
leased territory to the condition inter alia—that ‘a concession
under the exclusive jurisdiction of Japan [is] to be established
at a place designated by the Japanese Government.’

“As regards this article 1 of the treaty, it is important to 5

emphasize the point that Japan is debarred from negotiating
separately with Germany in respect of the latter’s system in
Shantung owing to the decision of the conference to deal with
German * territories and cessions’ without consulting Germany,

“ On this view it is plain that Javan is not in a position to
agree with Germany regarding the ‘free disposal’ of Kiao-
chow and that the article in question should be deemed
inoperative.

AN ILLUSORY RESTORATION OF KIAOCHOW.

“The same objection applies to the notes exchanged. And
even if this were not so, the illusory character of the restora-
tion of Kiaochow contemplated in them would be a pioper
matter for the consideration of the peace conference in decid-
ing on Japan's claim for the unconditional cession of Kiaochow
and the rest of the German system in Shantung.

“The chief value of Kiaochow lies partly in the harbor of
Tsingtao and partly in an area dominating the finest anchor-
age of that harbor, which has been delimited by the Japanese
Government and is already reserved for exclusive Japanese
occupation under Japanese jurisdiction, no one other than
Japanese being permitted to hold land within its boundaries.

“This delimited area, presumably, is the ‘ place to be desig-
nated by the Japanese Government’ as ‘a concession under the
exclusive jurisdiction of Japan.' The restoration of Kiaochow
to China, with retention of Japan of the area dominating
it, would be the restoration of the ‘shadow ' of this ‘place in
the sun’ and the retention of its substance by Japan.




3122

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE. P

JuLy 25,

LACK OF FINALITY.

“ 33 Since the date of the treaties of 1915, even Japan has
acted on the assumption that they are lacking in finality.

“ It is evident that the scheme worked out in the 21 demands
and in the treaties of 1915 demanded for its permanance the
assent of the great powers with whom Japan was and is under
agreement gnaranteeing the independence and integrity of China.

“Accordingly, the Japanese Government secured the conclusion
of two treaties with Russia in the summer of 1916 (see Appendix
5). One was made public and before its signature was communi-
cated to the British Government. But the other was a secret
.treaty, consisting of six articles, whereof the last provided that
the ‘present convention shall be kept in complete secrecy from
everybody except the two high contracting parties.’ (Comment-
ing on the treaties in its issue of December 24, 1917, a great
organ of British public opinion pointed out that there were con-
siderable differences between the public and secret documents:
‘The public treaty professes to aim at maintaining a lasting
peace in the Far East and makes no reference to China; the
secret treaty is not concerned with peace, but with the interests
of both contracting powers in China. * * * The public
treaty indicates consultation between the contracting parties
as to the measures to be taken; the secret treaty points to mili-
tary measures and is definitely a military alliance.’)

“ If these significant documents are to be interpreted accurately,
they must be studied, particularly the secret treaty, in connection
with the Anglo-Japanese treaty of alliance of July 13, 1911. The
latter provides, in article 3, that ‘the high contracting partles
agree that neither of them will, without consulting the other,
enter into separate arrangement with another power to the preju-
dice of the objects described in the preamble of this agreement.’
One of these objects is defined to be * the preservation of the com-
mon interests of all powers in China by insuring the inde-
pendence and integrity of the Chinese Empire and the principle
of equal opportunities for the commerce and industry of all
nations in China.’

“Tt is obvious that this specific object of the Anglo-Japanese
treaty would be infringed by the political domination of China
or any portion the territory of the Chinese Republic by either
or both of the contracting parties to the secret Russo-Japanese
treaty. And yet this secret treaty in article 1, fails to provide
against the ‘political domination of China' by either or both
Japan and Russia, although a secret military alliance is definitely
made by the two powers against the ‘political domination of
China by any third power.

“A further comment may be added. Article 2 of the public
treaty provides for consultation between Japan and Russia in
case their territorial rights or special interests in the Far East
be threatened. The specific reference to China in the secret
treaty shows that the ‘special interests’ of the parties contem-
plated were those recognized by each other as existing in China.
There can be no question whatever that under the treaties of
1915 Japan secured valuable territorial rights and special in-
terests in great regions of China, like south Manchuria, eastern
inner Mongolia, and Shantung. Indeed, the cumulative effect
of these treaties of 1915 is to center in the hand of Japan a
‘ political domination of China ' conflicting with the preamble of
the Anglo-Japanese alliance.

FURTHER NEGOTIATIONS WITH RUSSIA,

“ 384, Further negotiations between Japan and Russia are re-
ported in another dispatch written by M. Krupensky to Petro-
grad under date of February 8, 1917.

“ The ambassador was reporting on his efforts to induce Japan
to withdraw her opposition to China's entry into the war on the
side of the Allies. After stating that he never omitted ‘an
opportunity for representing to [Viscount Motono] the Japanese
minister for foreign affairs the desirability in the interests of
Japan herself of China’s intervention in the war’ and that the
minister had promised ‘ to sound the attitude of Peking without
delay,” M. Krupensky reported that—

“¢0On the other hand, the minister pointed out the necesslty
for him, in view of the attitude of Japanese opinion on the sub-
ject, ns well as with a view to safeguard Japan’'s position at the
future peace conference, if China should be admitted to it
(italics added), of securing the support of the Allied Powers to
the desires of Japan in respect of Shantung and the Pacific
Islands. These desires are for the succession to all the rights
and privileges hitherto possessed by Germany in the Shantung
Province and for the acquisition of the islands to the north of
the equator which are now occupied by the Japanese. Motono
plainly told me that the Japanese Government would like to
receive at once the promise of the Imperial (Russian) Govern-
ment to support the above desires of Japan.’

“*In order to give a push, the ambassador added persua-
sively, ‘to the highly important question of a break between
China and Germany I regard it as very desirable that the
Japanese should be given the promise they ask.’

THE RUSSIAN PROMISE.

“35. This promise was given in the following communication,
dated at * Tokyo, le 20 février/5 mars 1917 ;

“‘En réponse 4 la notice du Ministére des Affaires Etran-
géres du Japon, en dafe du 19 février dernier, I'Ambassade de
Russie est chargée de donner au Gouvernement Japonais 'assu-
rance qu’il peut entidrement compter sur 'appui du Gouvernement
Impérial de Russie par rapport A ses desiderata concernant la
cession éventuelle au Japon des droits appartenant A I’Allemagne
au Chantoung et des iles allemandes occuples par les forces
japonaises dans 1'Océan Pacifigue au nord de I'équateur.’

*36. It is reasonable to suggest that if Japan had at this
date regarded, in a sense of finality, the settlement imposed on
China in 1915, there would have been no necessity for Japan
to insist on allied support of her claim regarding Shantung
at the future peace conference.

OTHER ALLIED PROMISES,

#37. The same remark applies to the other promises of sup-
port secured by the Japanese Government from Great Britain
on February 16, 1917 ; from France, on March 1, 1917 ; and from
Italy, whose minister for foreign affairs verbally stated on
March 28, 1917, that ‘ the Italian Government had no objection
regarding the matter. :

“ Without attempting to express here the Chinese sense of
disappointment at the conclusion of these agreements at a time
when China was definitely aligning herself with the allied and
associated States in the struggle against tlie Central Powers,
it is pertinent to state that, in the view of the Chinese Gov-
ernment,. these allied promises to Japan in so far as they relate
to China ean not be deemed binding on Great Britain, France,
and Ttaly on the main ground that China's subsequent entry
into the war on August 14, 1917, in association with the Allies
and the United States involved such a vital change of the
eircumstances existing at the dates of the respective promises
and of the situation contemplated therein that the principle
of rebus sic stantibus necessarily applies to them.

DISCLAIMER DY CHINESE GOVERNMENT.

#38. That the Chinese Government also regarded the treaties
of 1915 as lacking in finality is clear from the disclaimer regis-
tered in their official statement on the negotiation connected
with the 21 demands.

“Although threatened by the presence of large bodies of
troops dispatched by the Japanese Government to South Man-
churin and Shantung—whose withdrawal the Japanese minister
at Peking declared, in reply to a direct inquiry by the Chinese
Government, would not be effected ‘until the negotiations
could be brought to a satisfactory coneclusion’—the Chinese
Government issued an official statement immediately after this
‘satisfactory conclusion’ had been effected under pressure of
the ultimatum of May 7, 1915, declaring that they were ‘con-
strained to comply in full with the terms of the ultimatum, but
in complying the Chinese Government disclaimed any desire to
associate themselves with any revision, which may be effected,
of the various conventions and agreements concluded between
other powers in respect of the maintenance of China’s terri-
torial independence and integrity, the preservation of the
status quo, and the principle of equal opportunity for the com-
merce and industry of all nations in China.’

A “ UNILATERAL NEGOTIATION.”

*39. The foregoing declaration was preceded by an account
of the manner in which the negotiations had been conducted
or, more accurately, dictated by Japan. It was shown how,
faced by 21 demands of a powerful government ‘determined to
attain this end by all means within their power' and at a
selected moment when three of the powers—with whom Japan
had severally guaranteed the independenee and integrity of
China—were engaged in a deadly siruggle with the Germanic
Kingdoms, China was compelled to enter into a singularly un-
equal negotiation with Japan.

“It was a negotiatiorz in which the number and virtually
the personnel of China’s representatives were dictated to her.
It was a negotiation in which Japan refused to have official
minutes of the proceedings kept as proposed by China, with the
result that the Japanese and Chinese representatives differed
in their respective records of important declarations made by
the latter, and, on the basis of some of these differences, the
Japanese Government in their ultimatum accused the Chinese
Government of ‘arbitrarily nullifying’ statements alleged to
have been made—but in fact never made—by the senior Chinese
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representative. It was a negotiation in the course of which— | the feregoing proposals, the Imperial Government are deter-

these are the words of the Chinese official statement issued at '

the time—*the Japanese minister twice suspended the con-
ferences, obviously with the object of compelling compliance
with his views on certain points at the time under discussion.
In a word, it was a negotiation in which Japan dominated and
dictated the course and the terms of the discussion.

PROTEST BY UNITED STATES GUVERNMENT.

“ 40, Presumably it was as much this element of harshness as
the subject matter of the negotintion which moved the Govern-

ment of the United States concurrently to address to the Chinese |

and Japanese Governments, four days after the delivery of the |

ultimatum to China, the following identic note:

“In view of the circumstances of the negotiatiens which |

Lave taken place and which are now pending between the Gov-
ernment of China and the Government of Japau and of the
agreements which have been reached as a result thereof, the
Government of the United States has the honor to notify the
Government of the Chinese Republic [Japan], that it ean not
recognize any agreement or undertaking which has been entered
inte between the Governments of China and Japan impairing
the treaty rights of the United States and its citizens in China,

the political or territorial integrity of the Republic of China or |

the international pelicy relative to China commonly known as
the open-door policy. An identical note has been transmitted te
the Japanese [Chinese] Government.

CONCLUSION.

“ Summing up the foregoing arguments, it is submitted that
they establish the claim of China for the abrogation of the
treaties of 1915—

“ 1. Because these treaties are and constitute ene entire trans-
action or entity arising out of the war and they attempt to deal
with matters whose proper determination is entirely a right and
interest of the peace conference;

“11. Because they contravene the allied formula of justice
and principles now serving as the guiding rules of the peace
conference in its task of working out a settlement of the affairs
of nations in order to prevent or minimize the chances of war
in the future;

“ II1. Because, specifically, they violate the territerial in-
tegrity and political independence of China as guaranteed in
the series of conventions and agreemen
by Great Britain, France, Russia, and the United States with

. Because they were negotiated in cireumstances of in-
timidntion and concluded under the duress of the Japanese ulti-
matum of May 7, 1915; and
“ V. Because they are lacking in finality, being so regarded
by Japan who sought to make them final by negotiating—before
China was suffered to enter the war in association with the
Allies and the United States—a set of secret agreements at vari-
ance with the principles accepted by the belligerents as the hasis
. of the peace settlement.”

“ APPENDICES,
* Na. 1.

“INSTRUCTIONS HANDED AT TOKYO ON DECEMBER 3, 1914, BY BARON KATO
TO MR HIOKI IN CONNECTION WITH THE TWENTI-ONE DEMANDS AND
OFFICIALLY PUBLISHED AT TOKYO ON JUNE 0, 1815,

“ First instructions given by Daron Kato te My, Hioki.

“In order to provide for the readjustment of affairs conse-
quent on the Japan-German war and for the purpose of en-
suring a lasting peace in the Far East by strengthening the
position of the Empire, the Imperial Government have resolved
to approach the Chinese Government with a view to conclude
treaties and agreements mainly along the lines laid down in
the first four groups of the appended proposals. Of these, the
first group relates to the settlement of the Shantung question,
while the seeond group has for its chief aim the defining of
Japan's pesition in south Manchuria and eastern inner Mon-
golin—that is to say, securing at this time from the Chinese
Government full recognition of Japan's natural position 'in
these regions, absence of whieh has hitherto been the cause
of various questions tending to estrange the feelings of the
two peoples toward each other. The object of the third group
is to safeguard the best interest of the Han-Yeh-Ping Co., with
which Japanese capitalists are elosely identified. It will thus
be seen that there is nothing especially new in our proposals
embodied in the foregoing three groups, while as regards the
fourth group, it is only intended to emphasize the principle of
China's territorial integrity, which has Deen so often declared
by the Imperial Government.

* Believing it absolutely essential for strengthening Japan’s
position in Eastern Asia as well as for preservation of the
general interests of that region to secure China’s adherence to

ts severally concluded

mined to attain this end by all means within their power.

You are, therefore, requested te use your best endeavor in the

ﬁ%ﬂct of the nmegotiations, which are hereby placed in your
nds.

“As regards the preoposals contained in the fifth group, they
are presented as the wishes of the Imperial Government. The
matters which are dealt with under this eategory are entirely
different in character from these which are included in the
first four groups. An adjustment at this time of these matters,
some of which have been pending between the two countries,
being nevertheless highly desirable for the advancement of the
friendly relations between Japan and China as well as for
safeguarding their common interests, you are also reguested to
exercise your best efforts to have our wishes carried out.

“ It is very likely that in the course of these negotiations the
Chinese Government desire to find out the attitude of the Im-
perial Government on the question of the disposition of the
leased territory of Kiaochow Bay. If the Chinese Government
will accept our prepesals as above stated, the Imperial Gov-
ernment may, with doe regard to the principle of China’s ter-
ritorial integrity and in the interest of the friendship of the
two countries, consider the guestion with a view to restoring
the said territory to China in the event of Japan's being given
free hand in the disposition thereof as the result of the coming
peace conference between Japan and Germany. As, however,
it will be absolutely necessary, in restoring the said territory
te China, to lay certain conditions such as the opening of the
territery for fereign trade, establishment of a Japanese settle-
ment, ete., you will ask for further instructions when you pro-
pose to declare to the Chinese Government the willingness of
the Imperial Government to consider the question.

“ [N. B. Here follow the ‘ appended proposals’ or twenty-one

| demands, divided inte five groups, for a translation of which

from the Chinese text, vide Appendix 2.]
“No. 2
“ JAPAN'S 21 DEMANXDS.

“Japan's original demands, handed to His Excellency the President
Yuan-8Shih-kai by His Eaxcellency, Mr. Hioki, the Japanese Minister
to China, on January I8, 1915, translated from the Chinese text and
published by the Chinese Government at Peking in June, 1915

a“ I.

“The Japanese Government and the Chinese Government
being desirous ef imaintaining the general peace in Eastern
Asia and further strengthening the friendly relations and good

hoed existing between the two nations agree to the
following articles:

“ArticLe 1. The Chinese Government engages to give full
assent to all matters upon which the Japanese Government
may hereafter agree with the German Government relating to
the disposition of all rights, interests, and concessions which
Germany, by virtue of treaties or otherwise, possesses in rela-
tion te the Province of Shantung.

“ArT. 2. The Chinese Govermnent engages that within the
Province of Shantung and along its eoast no territory or isiand
will be ceded or leased fo a third power under any pretext.

“Agrt. 3. The Chinese Government consents to Japan’s build-
ing a railway from Chefoo or Lungkow to join the Kiaochow-
Tsinanfu Railway.

“Art. 4. The Chinese Government engages, in the interest of
trade and for the residence of foreigners, to open by herseif
as soon as possible certain important cities and towns in the
Province of Shantung as commerecial ports. What places shall

.be opened are to be jointly decided upon in a separate agree-

ment.
i II

“The Japanese Government and the Chinese Government,
since the Chinese Government has always acknowledged the
special position enjoyed by Japan in South Manchuria and
Eastera Inner Mongolia, agree to the following articles:

“ArticLE 1. The two contracting parties mutually agree that the
term of lease of Port Arthur and Dalny and the term of lease
of the South Manchurian Railway and the Antung-Mukden
Railway shall be extended to the period of 99 years.

“ArT. 2. Japanese subjects in South Manchuria and Eastern
Inner Mongolia shall have the right to lease or own land
required either for erecting suitable buildings for trade and
manufacture or for farming.

“Anrrt. 3. Japanese subjects shall be free to reside and travel
in Sonth Manchuria and Eastern Inner Mongolia and to enzage
in business and in manufacture of any kind whatsoever.

“ArT. 4. The Chinese Government agrees to grant to Japanese
subjects the right of opening the mines in South Manchuria
and Eastern Inner Mongolia. As regards what mines are to be
opened, they shall be decided upon jointly.
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“Art. 5. The Chinese Government agrees that in respect of
the (two) cases mentioned hereinbelow the Japanese Govern-
ment’'s consent shall be first obtained before action is taken:

“(a) Whenever permission is granted to the subject of a
third power to build a railway or to make a loan with a third
power for the purpose of building a railway in South Man-
churia and Eastern Inner Mongolia.

“(b) Whenever a loan is to be made with a third power
pledging the local taxes of South Manchuria and Eastern Inner
Mongolia as security.

“ART. 6. The Chinese Government agrees that if the Chinese
Government employs political, financial, or military advisers or
instructors in South Manchuria or Eastern Inner Mongolia, the
Japanese Government shall first be consulted.

“AnT. 7. The Chinese Government agrees that the control and
management of the Kirin-Changchun Railway shall be handed
over to the Japanese Government for a term of 99 years dating
from the signing of this agreement.

“II1.

“The Japanese Government and the Chinese Government,
seeing that Japanese financiers and the Hanyehping Co. have
close relations with each other at present and desiring that the
common interests of the two nations shall be advanced, agree
to the following articles:

“AnricLe 1, The two contracting parties mutually agree that
when the opportune moment arrives the Hanyehping Co. shall
be made a joint concern of the two nations, and they further
agree that without the previous consent of Japan, China shall
not by her own act dispose of the rights and property of
whatsoever nature of the said company nor cause the said
company to dispose freely of the same,

“Ant. 2. The Chinese Government agrees that all mines in
the neighborhood of those owned by the Hanyehping Co. shall
not be permitted, without the consent of the said company, to
be worked by other persons outside of the said company;
and further agrees that if it is desired to carry out any under-
taking which it is apprehended may directly or indirectly
affect the interests of the said company the consent of the said
company shall first be obtained.

TV

“The Japanese Government and the Chinese Government,
with the object of effectively preserving the territorial integrity
of China, agree to the following special article:

“The Chinese Government engages not to cede or lease to a
third power any harbor or bay or island along the coast of
China.

[ v.

“Anticte 1. The Chinese Central Government shall employ
influential Japanese as advisers in political, financial, and mili-
tary affairs.

“Ant. ‘2. Japanese hospitals, churches, and schools in the
interior of China shall be granted the right of owning land.

“ Apr. 3. Inasmuch as the Japanese Government and the
Chinese Government have had many cases of dispute between
Japanese and Chinese police to settle cases which caused no
little misunderstanding, it is for this reason necessary that the
police departments of important places (in China) shall be
jointly administered by Japanese and Chinese or that the police
departments of these places shall employ numerous Japanese,
so that they may at the same time help to plan for the improve-
ment of the Chinese police service.

“ Ant. 4. China shall purchase from Japan a fixed amount of
munitions of war (say 50 per cent or more) of what is needed
by the Chinese Government or that there shall be established in
China a Chino-Japanese jointly worked arsenal. Japanese tech-
nical experts are to be employed and Japanese material to be
purchased.

“ Art. 5. China agrees to grant to Japan the right of con-
structing a railway connecting Wuchang with Kiukiang and
Nanchang, another line between Nanchang and Hanchow, and
another between Nanchang and Chaochou.

“ Art. 6. If China needs foreign capital to work mines, build
railways and construct harbor works (including dockyards)
in the Province of Fukien, Japan shall be first consulted.

“ Arr. 7. China agrees that Japanese subjects shall have the
right of missionary propaganda in China.”

“No. 3.
“ JAPAN'S ULTIMATUM TO CHINA.

“ Japan's wultimatum delivered by the Japanese Minister to the
Chinese Government on May 7, 1915, translated from the Chinese teaxt
published at Peking in June, 1915,

“The reason why the Imperial Government opened the
present negotiations with the Chinese Government is first to
endeavor to dispose of the complications arising out of the war
between Japan and Germany, and, secondly, to attempt to solve

those various questions which are detrimental to the intimate
relations of China and Japan with a view to solidifying the
foundation of cordial friendship subsisting between .the two
countries to the end that the peace of the Far East may be
effectually and permanently preserved. With this objeet in
view, definite proposals were presented to the Chinese Govern-
ment in January of this year, and up to to-day as many as 25
conferences have been held with the Chinese Government in
perfect sincerity and frankness.

“In the course of the negotiation the Imperial Government
have consistently explained the aims and objects of the pro-
posals in a conciliatory spirit, while, on the other hand, the pro-
posals of the Chinese Government, whether important or unim-
portant, have been attended to without any reserve,

“It may be stated with confidence that no effort has been
spared to arrive at a satisfactory and amicable settlement of
those questions.

“The discussion of the entire corpus of the proposals was
practically at an end at the twenty-fourth conference; that is,
on the 17th of the last month. The Imperial Government, tak-
ing a broad view of the negotiation and in consideration of the
points raised by the Chinese Government, modified the original
proposals with considerable concessions and presented to the
Chinese Government, on the 26th of the same month, the
revised proposals for agreement, and at the same time it was
offered that, on the acceptance of the revised proposals, the
Imperial Government would, at a suitable opportunity, restore,
with fair and proper conditions to the Chinese Government the
Kiaochow territory, in the acquisition of which the Imperial
Government had made a great sacrifice.

“On the 1st of May, the Chinese Government delivered the
reply to the revised proposals of the Japanese Government,
which is contrary to the expectation of the Imperial Govern-
ment. The Chinese Government not only did not give a careful
consideration to the revised proposals but even with regard to
the offer of the Japanese Government to restore Kiaochow to
the Chinese Government the latter did not manifest the least
appreciation for Japan’s good will and difficulties.

“From the commercial and military points of view Kiaochow
is an important place, in the acquisition of which the Japanese
Empire sacrificed much blood and money, and, after the acquisi-
tion the Empire incurs no obligation to restore it to China. But
with the object of increasing the future friendly relations of the
two countries, they went to the extent of proposing its restora-
tion, yet to her great regret, the Chinese Government did not
take into consideration the good intention of Japan and mani-
fest appreciation of her difficulties. Furthermore, the Chinese
Government not only ignored the friendly feelings of the Im-
perial Government in offering the restoration of Kiaochow Bay,
but also in replying to the revised proposals they even demanded
its unconditional restoration; and again China demanded that
Japan should bear the responsibility of paying indemmity ror
all the unavoidable losses and damages resulting from Japan’s
military operations at Kiaochow; and still further in connec- *
tion with the territory of Kiaochow China advanced other de-
mands and declared that she has the right of participation at
the future peace conference to be held between Japan and
Germany. Although China is fully aware that the uncondi-
tional restoration of Kiaochow and Japan's responsibility of
indemnification for the unavoidable losses and damages can
never be tolerated by Japan yet she purposely advanced these
demands and declared that this reply was final and decisive.

“ Since Japan could not tolerate such demands, the settlement
of the other questions, however compromising it may be, would
not be to her interest. The consequence is that the present
reply of the Chinese Government is, on the whole, vague and
meaningless,

* Furthermore, in the reply of the Chinese Government to
the other proposals in the revised list of the Imperial Govern-
ment, such as South Manchuria and Eastern Inner Mongolia,
where Japan particularly has geographical, commercial, indus-
trial, and strategic relations, as recognized by all the nations,
and made more remarkable in consequence of the two wars in
which Japan was engaged, the Chinese Government overlooks
these facts and does not respect Japan’s position in that place,
The Chinese Government even freely altered those articles which
the Imperial Government, in a compromising spirit, have
formulated in accordance with the statement of the Chinese
representatives, thereby making the statements of the repre-
sentatives an empty talk; and, on seeing them. conceding with
the one hand and withholding with the other, it is very diffi-
cult to attribute faithfulness and sincerity to the Chinese
authorities.

“As regards the articles relating to the employment of ad-
visers, the establishment of schools and hospitals, the supply
of arms and ammunition, and the establishment of arsenals and




.

1919.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

3125

railway concessions in South China, in the revised proposals
they were either proposed with the prqviso that the consent of
the power concerned must be obtained or they are merely to
be recorded in the minutes in accordance with the statements
of the Chinese delegates, and thus they are not in the least in
conflict either with Chinese sovereignty or her treaties with the
foreign powers:; yet the Chinese Government, in their reply to
the proposals, alleging that the proposals are incompatible with
their sovereign rights and treaties with foreign powers, defeat
the expectations of the Imperial Government. However, in
spite of such attitude of the Chinese Government, the Imperial
Government, though regretting to see that there is no room for
further negotiations, yet warmly attached to the preserva-
tion of the peace of the Far East, is still hoping for a satis-
factory settlement in order to avoid the disturbance of the
relations.

* So, in spite of the circumstances which admitted no patience,
they have reconsidered the feelings of the Government of their
neighboring country and, with the exception of the article relat-
ing to Fukien, which is to be the subject of an exchange of
notes, as has already been agreed upon by the representatives
of both nations, will undertake to detach the Group V from the
present negotiation and discuss it separately in the future.
Therefore the Chinese Government should appreciate the
friendly feelings of the Imperial Government by immediately
accepting without any alteration all the articles of Groups I, IT,
IIT, and IV and the exchange of notes in connection with
Fukien Province in Group V as contained in the revised pro-
posals presented on the 26th of April.

“The Imperial Government hereby again offer its advice and
hope that the Chinese Government, upon this adviee, will give
a satisfactory reply by 6 o'clock p. m. on the 9th day of May.
It is hereby declared that if no satisfactory reply is received
before or at the specified time, the Imperial Government will
take steps they may deem necessary.

“ No. 4.
“ TREATIES AND NOTES SIGXED AND EXCHANGED BETWEEN CHINA AND
JAPAN ON MAY 25, 1915,
* Treaty respecting the Province of Shantung.

“ His Excellency the President of the Republic of China and
His Majesty the Emperor of Japan, having resolved to conclude
a treaty with a view to the maintenance of general peace in
the Extreme East and the further strengthening of the relations
of friendship and good neighborhood now existing between the
two nations, have for that purpose named as their plenipoten-
tiaries, that is to say:

“ His Excellency the President of the Republic of China, Lou
Tseng-tsiang, Chungching First Class Chia Ho Decoration, Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs;

“And His Majesty the Emperor of Japan, Hioki Eki, Jushii
Second Class of the Imperial Order of the Sacred Treasure,
Minister Plenipotentiary and Envoy Extraordinary:

“Who, after having communicated to each other their full
powers and found them to be in good and due form, have agreed
upon and concluded the following articles:

“AnticLe 1. The Chinese Government agrees to give full as-
sent to all matters upon which the Japanese Government may
hereafter agree with the German Government relating to the dis-
position of all rights, interests, and concessions which Germany,

by virtue of treaties or otherwise, possesses in relation to the

Province of Shantung.

“Art. 2. The Chinese Government agrees that as regards the
railway to be built by China herself from Chefoo or Lungkow
to connect with the Kiaochow-Tsinanfu Railway, if Germany
abandons the privilege of financing the Chefoo-Weihsien Line,
China will approach Japanese capitalists to negotiate for a
loan.

“Art. 3. The Chinese Government agrees, in the interest of
trade and for the residence of foreigners, to open by China her-
self as soon as possible certain suitable places in the Provinee of
Shantung as commercial ports.

“Art. 4. The present treaty shall come into force on the day
of its signature.

“The present treaty shall be ratified by His Execellency the
President of the Republic of China and His Majesty the Em-
peror of Japan, and the ratification thereof shall be exchanged
nt Tokyo as soon as possible, -

“In witness whereof the respective plenipotentiaries of the
high contracting parties have signed and sealed the present
treaty, two copies in the Chinese language and two in Japanese.

“Done at Peking this 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China, corresponding to the same
day of the same month of the fourth year of Taisho.

“Erchange of notes respecting Shantung,
“[Note.]
“ PEKING, the 25ih day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“MoxNsIEUR LE MixtsTRE: In the name of my Government I
have the honor to make the following declaration to your Gov-
ernment : * Within the Province of Shantung or along its coast
no territory or island will be leased or ceded to any foreign
power under any pretext.’

“I avail, ete.,
“(Signed) Lov TsSENG-TSIANG.

“ His Excellency Hioxr ExT,

“ Japanese Uinister.
“[Reply.]
“ PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho,

“* ExcELLENCY : I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your excellency’s note of this day’s date in which you made
the following declaration in the name of the Chinese Govern-
ment: * Within the Province of Shantung or along its coast no
territory or island will be leased or ceded to any foreign power
under any pretext.’

“In reply, I beg to state that I have taken note of this decla-
ration.

“T avail, ete.,
“(Signed)

“ His Exeellency Lou Tsene-Tsiaxa,

“ Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Hioxkr EKL

“ Exchange of notes respecting the opening of ports in Shantung.
“[Note.]
“YEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of ihe
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ MoxsIeUR 1E MiNisTRE: I have the honor to state that the
places which ought to be opened as commercial ports by China
herself, as provided in article 3 of the treaty respecting the
Province of Shantung signed this day, will be selected and the
regulations therefor will be drawn up by the Chinese Govern-
ment itself, a decision concerning which will be made after con-
sulting the minister of Japan.

“1 avail, ete.,
“(Signed)

“ His Excellency Hiokr Exr,

“ Japanese Minister.
“[Reply.]
“ PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.

“ Excerrency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your excellency’s note of this day's date in which you stated
‘ that the places which ought to be opened as commercial ports
by China herself, as provided in article 3 of the treaty respect-
ing the Province of Shanfung signed this day, will be selected
and the regulations therefor will be drawn up by the Chinese
Government itself, a decision concerning which will be made
after consulting the minister of Japan.’

“In reply, I beg to state that I have taken note of the same.

“T avalil, ete.,
“(Signed)
“ His Excellency Lou TsENg-TSIANG,
e J]Hﬁister of Foreign Affairs.

Lou TsENg-TsIANG,

Hiox: Ex1,

“ Exchange of notes respecting the rr:sxomtion of the leased territory of
Kiaochow Bay.

“[Note.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.

“ ExceLrLENcY : In the name of my Government, I have the
honor to make the following declaration to the Chinese Govern-
ment :

“ When, after termination of the present war, the leased ter-
ritory of Kiaochow Bay is completely left to the free disposal
of Japan, the Japanese Government will restore the said leased
territory to China under the following conditions:

“1. The whole of Kiaochow Bay to be openeil as a commer-
cial port.

* 2. A concession under the exclusive jurisdiction of Japan to
be established at a place designated by the Japanese Government.

“3. If the foreign powers desire it, an international conces-
sion may be established.

“4, As regards the disposal to be made of the buildings and
properties of Germany and the conditions and procedure relat-
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ing thereto, the Japanese Government and the Chinese Govern-
ment shall arrange the matter by mutual agreement before the
restoration.
“T avail, ete.,
: “(Signed) Hiog:r EKrL
“ His Excellency Lou Tseng-Tsiaxg,
“ Minister of Foreign Affairs.

“[Reply.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ MoxsIEUR LE MInN1sTRE: I have the honor to acknowledge the
receipt of your excellency’s note of this day’s date in which you
made the following declaration in the name of your Government :

“ ¢ When, after the termination of the present war, the leased
territory of Kinochow Bay is completely left to the free disposal
of Japan, the Japanese Government will restore the said leased
territory to China under the following conditions :

“¢1. The whole of Kiaochow Bay to be opened as a cominer-
cial port.

“¢2 A concession under the exclusive jurisdiction of Japan
to be established at a place designated by the Japanese Govern-
ment.

“+3. If the foreign powers desire it, an international conces-
sion may be established.

44 As regards the disposal to be made of the buildings and
properties of Germany and the conditions and procedure relating
thereto, the Japanese Government and the Chinese Government
shall arrange the matter by mutual agreement before the
restoration.’

“ In reply, I beg to state that I have taken note of this declara-
tion.

“1 avail, ete.,
“(Signed)

% His Excellency Hriox1 Exr, !

“ Japanese Minister.

Lou TsENG-Ts1ANG.

“ Treaty respecting south Manchuria and ecastern inner Mongolia.

“ His Exeellency the President of the Republic of China and
His Majesty the Emperor of Japan having reselved to conclude
a treaty with a view to developing their economic relations in
south Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia, have for that pur-
pose named as their plenipotentiaries, that is to say:

“ His Excellency the President of the Republic of China, Lou
Tseng-Tsiang, Chung-ching, first class Chia-ho decoration, and
minister of foreign affairs; and his the Emperor of
Japan, Hioki Eki, Jushii, second class of the Imperial Order of
the Sacred Treasure, minister plenipotentiary and envoy ex-
traordinary ;

“ Who, after having communicated to each other their full
powers and found them to be in good and due form, have agreed
upon and concluded the following articles:

“ArTicLE 1. The two high contracting parties agree that the
terms of the South Manchuria Railway and the Antung-Mukden
Railway shall be extended to 99 years.

“Anrt. 2. Japanese subjects in south Manchuria may, by nego-
tiation, lease land necessary for erecting suitable buildings, for

trade and manufacture, or for prosecuting agricultural enter-
rises,

. “Anrr. 3. Japanese subjects shall be free to reside and travel

in south Manchuria and to engage in business and manufacture

of any kind whatsoever.

“Ant. 4. In the event of Japanese and €hinese desiring jointly
to undertake agricultural enterprises and industries incidental
thereto the Chinese Government may give its permission.

“Amrt. 5. The Japanese subjects referred to in the preceding
three articles, besides being required to register with the local
authorities passports, which they must procure under the ex-
isting regulations, shall also submit to the police laws and ordi-
nances and taxation of China.

“ Civil and criminal cases in which the defendants are Japa-
nese shall be tried and adjudicated by the Japanese consul;
those in which the defendants are Chinese shall be tried and
adjudicated by Chinese authorities. In either case an officer
may be deputed to the court to attend the proceedings. But
mixed civil cases between Chinese and Japanese relating to
land shall be tried and adjudicated by delegates of both nations
conjointly, in accordance with Chinese law and local usage.

“When in foture the judicial system in the said .region is
completely reformed, all civil and eriminal eases concerning
Japanese subjects shall be tried and adjudicated entirely by
Chinese law courts.

“Ant. 6. The Chinese Government agrees, in the interest of
trade and for the residence of foreigners, to open by China her-
self, as soon as possible, certain suitable places in eastern Mon-
golia as commercial ports.

“Axr. T. The Chinese Government agrees speedily to make o
fundamental revision of, the Kirin-Changchun Railway loan
agreement, taking as a standard the provisions in railway loan
cia.gneements made heretofore between China and foreign finan-

ers.

“When in future more advantageous terms than those in ex-
isting railway loan agreements are granted to foreign financiers
in connection with railway loans the above agreement shall
again be revised in accordance with Japan's wishes.

“Art. 8. All existing treaties between China and Japan relat-
ing to Manchuria shall, except where otherwise provided for by
this treaty, remain in force.

“Awrr. 9. The present treaty shall come into foree on the date
of its signature. The present treaty shall be ratified by His
Excellency the President of the Republic of China and His
Majesty the Emperor of Japan, and the ratifications thereof
shall be exchanged at Tokyo as soon as possible.

“In witness whereof the respective plenipotentiaries of the

[ two high contracting parties have signed and sealed the present

treaty, two copies in the Chinese language and two in Japanese.

“Done at Peking this 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China, corresponding to the same
day of the same month of the fourth year of Taisho.

“ BExchange of notes respecting the terms of lease of Port Arthur and
Delny and the terms of Bouth Manchurian and Antung-Mukden Rail-
ways.

“ PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China,
“ MONSIEUR LE MINISTRE :

“I have the honor to state that respecting the provisions con-
tained in article 1 of the treaty relating to south Manchuria
and eastern inner Mongolia, signed this day, the term of lease
of Port Arthur and Dalny shall expire in the eighty-sixth year
of the Republic, or 1997. The date for restoring the South
Manchuria Railway to China shall fall due in the ninety-first
year of the Republie, or 2002. Article 12 in the original South
Manchurian Railway agreement providing that it may be re-
deemed by China after 36 years from the day on which the
traffic is opened is hereby canceled. The term of the Antung-
Mukden Railway shall expire in the ninety-sixth year of the
Republie, or 2007.

“T avall, ete.,
*(Signed)
“ His Exeellency Hiok: Egr, -
“Japanese Minister.

“ [Reply.]
“ Perixg, the 25th dey of the fifth month
of the fourth year of Taisho.

Lov TSENG-TSIANG.

“ JUXCELLENCY :

“I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your excel-
lency’s note of this day’s date, in which you stated that ‘re-
specting the provisions contained in article 1 of the .treaty
relating to south Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia, signed
this day, the term of lease of Port Arthur and Dalny shall ex-
pire in the eighty-sixth year of the Republie, or 1997. The date
for restoring the South Manchurian Railway to China shall
fall due in the ninety-first year of the Republic, or 2002, Arti-
cle 12 in the original South Manchurian Railway agreement,
providing that it may be redeemed by China after 36 years from
the day on which the trafiic is opened, is hereby canceled. The
term of the Antung-Mukden Railway shall expire imr the ninety-
sixth year of the Republic, or 2007.

*“In reply I beg to state that I have taken note of the same.

“1 avail, ete,
“(Signed)

“ His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
“ Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Hriox: ExL

“Exchange of notes respecting the opening of ports in eastern iuner
Mongolia.

“ [Note.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ MonsieUR LE MiNisTRE: I have the honor to state that the
places which ought to be opened as commercial ports by China
herself, as provided in article 6 of the treaty respecting South
Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia signed this day, will be
selected and the regulations therefor will be drawn up by the
Chinese Government itself, a decision concerning which will be
made after consulting the minister of Japan.

“T avail, etec,
“(Signed)

“His Excellency Hiox1 Exr,

“Japanese Minister.

Lovu TSERG-TSIANG.
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“ [Reply.]
“PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.

“ ExcELLeNcy : I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of
your excellency’s note of this day's date, in which you stated
‘ that the places which ought to be opened as commercial ports
by China herself, as provided in article 6 of the treaty respect-
ing South Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia signed this
day, will be selected and the regulations therefor will be drawn
up by the Chinese Government itself, a decision concerning
which will be made after consulting the minister of Japan.’

“In reply I beg to state that I have taken note of the same.

“1 avail, ete,,
“(Signed) Hioxr Exr.
* His Excellency Lou TSEXG-TSIANG,
“Minister of Foreign Affairs.

“South Manchuria.
“ [Note.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ MonsiEUr LE MiNisTeE: I have the honor to state that Jap-
anese subjects shall as soon as possible investigate and select
mines in the mining areas in South Manchuria specified here-
under, except those being prospected for or worked, and the
Chinese Government will then permit them to prospect or work
the same, but before the mining regulations are definitely set-
tled the practice at present in force shall be followed. Provinces
Fentien :

“ LOCALITY, DISTRICT, AXD MIXERAL,

“ Niu Hsin T'ai, Pen-hsi, coal.

“Thin Shih ¥u Kou, Pen-hsi, coal.

“ Sha Sung Kang, Hai-lung, coal.

“T'ielh Ch’ang, Tung-hua, coal.

“ Nuan Ti T'ang, Chin, coai.

- “An Shan Chan region, from Lisoyang to Pen-hsi, coal and
ron.
“KIRIN (SOUTHERN PORTION).

“Sha Sung Kang, Ho-lung, coal and iron.

* Kang Yao, Chi-lin (Kirin), coal.

“Chia P'i Kou, Hua-tien, coal.

“1 avalil, ete.,
“(Signed) Lou TSENG-TSIANG.
“ His Excellency Hiok1 Exr,
“Japancge Minister.

“ [Reply.]
“PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.

“ IixceLLeEncy : I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of
your excellency’'s note of this day respecting the opening of
mines in South Manchuria, stating: ‘ Japanese subjects shall as
soon as possible investigate and select mines in the mining areas
in South Manchuria specified hereunder, except those bheing
prospected for or worked, and the Chinese Government will then
permit them to prospect or work the same, but before the mining
regulations are definitely settled the practice at present in force
shall be followed.

“ Provinces Fentien:

“* LOCALITY, DISTRICT, AND MINERAL,
Niu Hsin T'ai, Pen-hsi, coal.
Tien Shih Fu Kou, Pen-hsi, coal.

“3. Sha Sung Kang, Hai-lung, coal

“4 Tieh Ch’ang, Tung-hua, coal.

“5. Nnan Ti Tang, Chin, coal.

“6. An Shan Chan region, from Liaoyang to ’en-hsi, coal and
iron.

“1

&0
s,

“g.

“3,
w9

“KIRIN (SOUTHELRN PORTION).
Sha Sung Kang, Ho-lung, coal and iron.
Kang Yao, Chi-lin (Kirin), coal.
Chia P'i Kou, Hua-tien, gold.

“1 avail, ete,, ‘(Signed)
*(Sign

“ His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
“AMinister of Poreign Affairs of the Republic of China.

Hioxr Exr.

“Kazchange of notes respecting railways and tarcs in South Manchuria
and castern inner Mongolia.

“ [Note.]
“PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China,

“MoxsiEur LE MinisTrReE: In the name of my Government I
have the honor to make the following declaration to your Gov-
ernment:

**China will hereafter provide funds for building necessary
railways in South Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia; if

foreign capital is required, China may negotiate for a loan with .

Japanese capitalists first; and, further, the Chinese Govern-

ment, when making a loan in future on the security of the taxes

in the above-mentioned places (excluding the salt and customs

revenue, which have already been pledged by the Chinese Cen-

g:l Government) may negotiate for it with Japanese capitalists
g

“I avail, ete,
“(Signed) Lou TSENG-TSIANG.
“ His Excellency Hiogr Exr,

“Japanese Minister.
“[Reply.]1
“PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
. fourth year of Taisho.

“ExceLLency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your excellency’s note of this day’s date respecting railways
and taxes in South Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia in
which you stated:

“fChina will hereafter provide funds for building necessary
railways in South Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia; if
foreign capital is required, China may negotiate for a loan with
Japanese capitalists first, and, further, the Chinese Government,
when making a loan in future on the security of taxes in the
above-mentioned places (excluding the salt and customs revenue
which have already been pledged by the Chinese Central Gov-
ernment), may negotiate for it with Japanese capitalists first.”

*In reply I beg to state that I have taken note of the same,

“ I avail, ete.,
“(Signed)

“ His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,

“ Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Hrioxr ExKr

“ Exchange of mnoles rcapectinﬂ ﬁ“ii crn‘;pioyment of advisers in Bouth
anchuria,

“[Note.]
“ PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ MoxsiEUr LE MiNIsTRE: In the name of my Government, 1
have the honor to make the following declaration to your Gov-
ernment :

* * Hereafter, if foreign advisers or instructors on political,
financial, military, or police matters are to be employed in
South Manchuria, Japanese may be employed first."

“T avall, ete.,
*“(Signed)

“ His Excellency Hiokr Exr,
“ Japanese Minister.
“[Reply.]
* PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.

“ ExceLrexcy: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your excellency’s note of this day’s date in which you made
the following declaration in the name of your Government :

“* Hereafter, if foreign advisers or instructors in political,
financial, military, or police matters are to be employed in
South Manchuria, Japanese may be employed first.’

“1In reply, I beg to state that I have taken note of the same,

“1 avail, ete.,
“(Signed)
‘“His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
: “ Minister of Foreign Affairs.

Lou TSENG-TSIANG.

Hioxr EKI.

“ Erxchange of notes respecting the explanation of * lease by negotiation’
in South Manchuria. e

“[Note.]
“ PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth monih of the
. fourth year of Taisho.

* Excerrency : I have the honor to state that the term *lease
by negotiation’ contained in article 2 of the treaty respecting
South Manchuria and eastern inner Mongolia, signed this day,
shall be understood to imply a long-term lease of not more than
30 years, and also the possibility of its unconditional renewal.

“T avalil, ete.,
“(Signed)

“ His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
“ Minister of Foreign Affairs.
“[Reply.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China,.

“Monsieur LE MINISTRE: I have the honor to acknowledge
the receipt of your excellency’s note of this day’s date in which
you state:

“‘The term *lease by negotiation” contained in article 2
of the treaty respecting South Manchuria and eastern inner

Hiokr Exr,
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Mongolia, signed this day, shall be understood to imply a long-
term lease of not more than 30 years, and also the possibility
of its unconditional renewal.

“ In reply I beg to state that I have taken note of the same.

“ I avall, ete.,
“(Signed)

¥ His Excellency Hioxr Exi1,
“ Japanese Minister,

“ Brchange of notes respecting the arrangement for police laws end
m‘dh?ufm{s and tazation ?ﬂ Bouth Manchuria and eastern inner
Mongolia.
“[Note,]

“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ MoxsmEvur LE MinisTtRE: I have the honor to state that as
regards the police laws and ordinances and the taxation to
which Japanese subjects shall submit, according to article 5
of the treaty respecting South Manchuria and eastern inner
Mongolia, signed this day, the Chinese anthorities will come to
an understanding with the Japanese consul before their enforce-
ment,

“I avalil, ete.,

Lou TSENG-TSIANG.

#(Signed) Lovu TSENG-TSIANG.
“ His Excellency Hioxr Ex1,
“ Japanese Minister,
“[Reply.)
“ Pexina, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.
“ FxcerrenNcy : I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of
your excellency’s note of this day’s date, in which you state:
“‘Ag regards the police laws and ordinances and the taxation
to which Japanese subjects shall submit according to article 5
of the treaty respecting south Manchuria and eastern inner
Mongolia, signed this day, the Chinese authorities will come to
an understanding with the Japanese consul before their enforce-
ment- =% =
“ In reply, I beg to state that I have taken note of the saine.
“71 avail, ete., .
“(Signed) Hiox: ExL”
“ His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
“ Minister of Foreign Ajffairs.

“ [Note.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of Chinga.

“ Moxsievr LE MiNtsTRE : I have the honor to state that, inas-
much as preparations have to be made regarding articles 2, 3, 4,
and 5 of the treaty respecting south Manchuria an® eastern
inner Mongolia, signed this day, the Chinese Government pro-
poses that the operation of the said article be postponed for a
period of three months, beginning from the date of the signing
of the said treaty.

“ 1 hope your Government will agree to this propesal.

“1 avail, eté,
“(Signed)

L
“ His Excellency Hioxr ExI,
“Japanese Minister.
“ [Reply.]
“ PEKING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.

“ ExcerLreENcY : I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of
your excellency’s note of this day’s date, in which you stated that
‘inasmuch as preparations have to be made regarding articles
2, 8, 4, and 5 of the treaty respecting south Manchuria and
eastern inner Mongolia, signed this day, the Chinese Govern-
ment proposes that the operation of the said articles be post-
poned for a period of three months beginning from the date of
the signing of the said treaty.

“In reply, I beg to state that T have taken note of the same.

“1 avail, ete.,

Lou TSENG-TSIANG.”

“(Rigned) Hrox: Ex1”

# His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
% Minister of Foreign Affairs.
“Rechange of notes respecting the matter of Hanyehping.
“ [Note.]
“ PEKING, the 25ih day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ MownstEuR TE Mixistee: I have the honor to state that if in
future the Hanyehping Co. and the Japanese capitalists agree
upon cooperation the Chinese Government, in wiew of the inti-

mate relations subsisting between the Japanese capitalists and
the said company, will forthwith give its permission. The
Chinese Government further agrees not to confiscate the said
company, nor without the consent of the Japanese capitalists to
convert it into a State enterprise, nor cause it to borrow and
use foreign capital other than Japanese.
“1 avail, etc.,
“(Signed)

“ His Excellency Hioxt Exr,
“Japanese Minisier.

* [Reply.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of Taisho.

“ ExceELiEncy : I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of
your excellency’s note of this day’s date, in which you state:

“¢If in future the Hanyehping Co. and the Japanese capitalists
agree upon cooperation, the Chinese Government, in view of the
intimate relations subsisting between the Japanese capitalists
and the said company, will forthwith give its permission. The
Chinese Government further agrees not to confiscate the said
company, nor, without the consent of the Japanese capitalists,
to convert it into a State enterprise, nor cause it to borrow and
use foreign eapital other than Japanese.

“1 avail, etc.,
*“(Signed)

“ His Execellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
“ Minister of Ioreign Affairs.

“Exchange of noies respecting the Fukien guestion.
“ [Note.]
“ PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
Jourth year of Taisho.

“ EXCELLENCY ;: A report has reached me to the effect that the
Chinese Government has the intention of permitting foreign
nations to establish, on the coast of Fukien Province, dock yards,
coaling stations for military use, naval bases, or to set up other
military establishments; and also of borrewing foreign capital
for the purpose of setting up the above-mentioned establishments.

“ I have the honor to request that your excellency will be good
enough to give me reply stating whether or not the Chinese Gov-
ernment really entertains such an intention.

“T1 avail, ete,,

. Lou TsENG-TSIANG.”

Hrox: Ex1”

“(Signed)
“ His Excellency Lou TSENG-TSIANG,
“ Minister of Foreign Affairs.

“ [Reply.]
“PERING, the 25th day of the fifth month of the
fourth year of the Republic of China.

“ Moxsieur LE MinisTeE: I have the honor to acknowledge
the receipt of your excellency's note of this day's date which I
have noted. 1

“In reply I beg to inform you that the Chinese Government
hereby declares that it has given no permdission to foreign na-
tions to construct on the coast of Fukien Province dockyards,
coaling stations for military use, naval bases, or to set up other
military establishment; nor does it entertain an intention of
borrowing foreign capital for the purpose of setting up the
above-mentioned establishments.

“I avail, etc.,
“(Signed)
Hiox1 Exr,
“Japanese Minister.”
“ No. 5.
“ RUSSO-JAPANESE TREATIES OF 1918,

“ In July, 1916, Japan and RRussia entered into a public treaty,
the terms of which were communicated to the British Govern-
ment before signature. The terms of this agreement, as pub-
lished in the Times on July 8, 1916, are as follows:

“¢‘The Imperial Governmeit of Japan and the Imperial Gov-
ernment of Russia, resolved to unite their efforts for the main-
tenance of lasting peace in the Far East, have agreed upon the
following :

“ivApricre 1. Japan will not be a party to any political ar-
rangement or combination directed against Russia.

%« Nussia will not be a party to any political arrangement or
combination directed against-Japan.

“ioApr, 2, Should the territorial rights or the special interests
in the Far East of one of the contracting parties recognized by
the other contracting party be threatened, Japan and Russia
will take counsel of each other as to the measures to be taken
in view of the support or the help to be given in order te safe-
guard and defend these rights and interests.”’

Hioxx ExL”

Lov TseENG-TsIANG.
“ His Excellency
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‘“rHE SECRET RUSSO-JAPANESE TREATY.

“The above treaty, as already stated, was a public one. But
at the very same time Russia and Japan entered into a secret
treaty econsisting of six articles. This treaty was first pub-
lished in the Isvestia, and a translation appeared in the Man-
chester Guardian on February 1, 1918,

“This treaty was signed on July 3, 1916. It runs as follows:

“:The Russian Government and the Japanese Imperial Gov-
ernment have, with a view to the greater consolidation of their
close friendship, established between them by the secret agree-
ments of July 30, 1907, July 4, 1910, and July 8, 1912, agreed to
supplenrent the above-mentioned sceret agreements by the fol-
lowing articles:

“tvapricre v. The two high contracting parties acknowledge
that the vital interests of both require the safegnarding ef China
against the political domination by any third power entertaining
hostile designs against Russia or Japan, and therefore mutually
pledze themselves each time when circumstanees demand it, to
enter into frank relations based on eomplefe mutual trust with
one another with a view to taking joint measures for the pre-
vention of the pessibility of the advent of sueh a state of affairs
(in China).

“iuppr, 2, If as a result of the measures taken by mutual
agreement by Russia and Japan, in virtue of the preceding ar-
ticle, war should be declared by the third power referred to in
article 1 of the present convention on either of the contracting
parties, the other party shall on the first demand of its ally
come to its assistance, and each of the high contracting es
pledges itself hereby, in case such a situation should arise, not to
conclnde peace with the commeon enemy without the previous
consent of its ally.

“tvApr. 3. The terms on which each high contracting party is
to render armed assistance to the other in accordance with the

preceding article, as well as the form in which this assistance is |

to be rendered, shall be determined jointly by the respective
competent authorities of the two contraeting parties

“esvAapr, 4. Provided that neither high contracting puty shall
regard itself bound by article 2 of the present convention in re-
spect of rendering armed assistance fo its ally so long as it has
not been given gunaranties by its allies that they, too, will ren-
der such assistanece to it as would eorrespond to the seriousness
of the impending conflict.

“sbApy, 5. The present econvention enters into foree from the
moment of its signature, and shall remain in foree until July,
1921. Should one of the high contracting parties not deem it
necessary, 12 months before the expiry of this term to give
notice of its unwillingness to prolong the validity of the pres-
ent convention, the latter shall remain in force for a period

one year after it has been denounced by one or other of the high |

contracting parties.

“esuppr, 6. The present eonvention shall be kept in eomplete
secrecy from everybody except the two high contraeting parties.”

¢ In witness whereof the undersigned have confirmed the pres-
ent instrument by hand and seal at Petrograd, June 20 (July 3),
1916, corresponding to the Japanese (date of Thursday) seventh
month and fifth year in the reign of Taise.

Wi (Signed) Sazaxorr, MoroNe.”

“[N. B.—The foregoing is an extract from ‘The Secret
Treaties’ published in London, being a compilation of the secret
documents found in the archives of the Russian foreign office
published by the Russian Revolutionary Government.]"”

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a resolution adopted by
the Washington Board of Trade, petitioning Congress to: enact
legislation to prohibit the sale of firearms in the Distriet of
Columbia, whielh was referred to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.
~ Mr. RANSDELL. I present memorials signed by several hun-
dred citizens of Louisiana protesting against the so-called lux-
ury tax as unfair and diseriminatory. I move that the memo-
rials be referred to the Committee on Finance.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusefts presented memorials of em-| ;4 Committee of the Whole, and it was read as follows:

ployees of the Gregory & Read Co., of Lynn ; of the Beston Con-
fectionery Co.; of the Millers Falls Paper Co.; of the South-
worth Co., of Mitteneague; of the Ideal Coated Paper Co., of
Brookfield ; of James A. Glass, of Boston; of the Eco Manu-
facturing Co., of Boston; of the Herring-Huall-Marvin Safe Co.;
of the A. J. Bates Co.; of the Barber-Colman Co. ; of the Brock-
way-Smith Corporation; of the Carpenter-Morton Co., of Bos-
ton ; of the National Corset Co. ;

of Whitingville ; of Monks & Johnson; of the Worcester Bleach

of the E, B, Badger & Sons Co,; |
of the Potter Confectionery Co.; of the Whitin Machine Works, |

& Dye Works Co.; of the Victor Electric Corporation; of the
Hallet & Davis Piane Co.; of the National Equipment Co., of
Springfield ; of the Chapel Mills Manufaeturing Co., of Cherry
Falls; of the Clemence Associates; of the G. W. J. Murphy Co.,
of Amesbury; of the Nonotuck Silk Ce., of Florence; of the
Bourn Hadley Co., of Templeton ; of Harry Pitis; of the Haver-
hill Box Board Co.; of the New England Maple Syrup Co.; of
the Blake Pump & Condenser Co., of Fitchburg; of the Bishop
Co., of North Attleboro; of P, J. Nangle & Co., of Boston; of
the Irving & Casson-A. H. Davenport Co.; of the Fitchburg
Foundry Co.; of the I’. C. Phillips Co., of Steughton; of the
East Weymauth Wool Sceuring Co.; of H. R. Holden & Co.; of
the Coates Clipper Mnnufactnring Co., of Worcester; of the
Stockbridge Machine Co. ; of the F. H. Sadler Co., of Attleboro;
and of the Crandall Engineering Co., of East Boston, all in the
State of Massachuseits, remonstrating against the repeal of the
so-called daylight-saving law, which were referred to the Com-
mittee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr. FERNALD presented petitions of sundry ecitizens of
Guilford, Bath, Portland, Auburn, Bethel, Gardiner, and Bel-
fast, all in the State of Maine, p for the repeal of the
so-called “ luxury ™ tax, which were referred to the Committee
on Finance.

Mr. PAGE presented a memorial of the Holy Name Society of
St. Peters Parish, Rutland, Vt., remenstrating against the rati-
fication of the proposed league of nations treaty, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Fereign Relations,

He also presented a memorial of the Lamoille County Asseeia-
tion of Congregational Churches of Vermont, remonstrating
against the repeal of war-time prohibition, which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr, KEYES presented petitions of sundry eitizens of Hanover,
Salisbury, Wentworth, Henniker, Strafford, Chichester, New

Madbury, Hollis, Milan, Deerfield, and Jackson, all in
the State of New Hgmpshire, praying for the ratification of the
proposed league of nations treaty, whieh were referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations,

Mr. PHELAN presented a petition of Bellevue Grange, Patrons
of Husbandry, of Santa Rosa, Calif., praying for the ratification

. of the proposed league of nations treaty, which was referred to

the Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr. NELSON presented a petition of the Motorboat Club, of
Winona, Minn., praying for a revision of the tax on motor beats,
which was referred to the Committee on Finance.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Minnesota,
praying for Government ownership and eontrol of railroads,
which was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. FERNALD, from the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, te which was referred the joint resolution (S. J. Res.
72) authorizing the erection on public grounds in the city of

| Washington, D. C., of a memorial to employees of the United

States Department of Agriculture whoe died in the war with Ger-
many, reported it without amendment.

Mr., CAPPER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 2445) to permit the reenlistment
of Omer G. Paquet in the United States Army, reported it with-
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 107) thereon.

Mr, McLEAN, from the Commiftee on Banking and Currency,
to which was referred the bill (S. 2472) to amend the act ap-
proved Deecember 23, 1913, known as the Federal reserve act, re-

. ported it with amendmenis and submitted a report (No. 108)

thereon.
APPROPRIATIONS MADE AVAILABLE.

Mr. WARREN. From the Committee on Appropriations I re-
port back favorably without amendment the joint resolution (H.
J. Res, 147) to ratify and confirm, from and including July 1
1919, obligations incurred pursuant to the terms of certain appro-
priations for the fiseal year 1920. As it contains only about half

' a dozen lines and is important, T ask for the present considera-
‘ tion of the joint resolution.

There being no objection, the joint resolution was considered

Resolved, ete., That approprmtinns for the service
1920 contained in the A
ons am an

yea shall be amil'.n.ble from and ineclw
1919, ror the purposes respectively provided in the said appro
prlatlnns for the service of the said fiscal year. And all obligations in-
curred pursuant to the terms of such apprepriations in the aforesaid
ggfissas approved are ratified and confirmed from and including July 1,

of the fiscal year
g Dtstrfct of Columbia, Nuy,
“third deficien

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without amend-
ment, ordered to a third reading, read the third time, and passed.
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BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bill were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows: ;

By Mr. WADSWORTH :

A bill (8. 2621) providing that officers and enlisted men who
have been honorably discharged and who reenlist shall be enti-
tled to count their previous service in computing longevity pay ;

A bill (8. 2622) to provide necessary commissioned personnel
for the Army until June 30, 1920; .

A bill (8. 2623) to extend the provisions of an act entitled
“An act to provide quarters or commutation thereof to commis-
sioned officers in certain cases,” approved April 16, 1918;

A bill (8. 2624) to provide travel allowances for certain retired
enlisted men and Regular Army reservists; and

A bill (8. 2625) relating to the disposition of obsolete ord-
nance, etc., and authorizing the Secretary of War to give to or
exchange with foreign governments ordnance, etc., whether of
new design or obsolete ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BECKHAM ;

A bill (8. 2626) granting an increase of pension to John C.
Holsapple; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. NELSON:

A bill (8. 2627) authorizing the Secretary of War to donate
to the village of White Bear, Minn., a captured German cannon;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MOSES:

A bill (S. 2628) granting an increase of pension to John A.
Laughton (with accompanying papers) ; to the Committee on
Pensions.

A bill (8. 2629) to donate a gun or howitzer to the Gordon-
Bissell Post of the American Legion, located at Keene, N. H.;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. HALE :

A bill (8. 2630) authorizing the Secretary of War to donate
to the town of Camden, Me., one German cannon or fieldpiece;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

A bill (S. 2631) granting an increase of pension to Jotham B.
Jacobs ; to the Commitiee on Pensions.

By Mr. ROBINSON:

A bill (8. 2632) granting a pension to Pleasant R. W. Harris;
to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. HARDING :

A bill (8. 2633) granting a pension to Samuel J. Haslett; to
the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. MYERS:

A bill (8. 2634) granting a pension to Willis McAfee; fo the
Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. FLETCHER :

A Dbill (8. 2635) to authorize the Department of Cominerce,
by the National Bureau of Standards, to examine and test
manufactured articles or products for the owner or manufac-
turer thereof, to issue a certificate as to the nature and quality
of such manufactured articles or products, and to prevent the
Illegal use of such certificate ; to the Committee on Commerce.

PRICES OF CATTLE AND SWINE.

Mr. HARRIS, I ask for the immediate consideration of
Senate resolution 133, which went over from yesterday.

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is morning business, It
comes over from a preceding day.

The Senate proceeded to consider the resolution (8. Res. 133)
submitted yesterday by Mr. Hagrrts, which was read, as follows:

Resolved, That the Federal Trade Commission be, and it is hereby,
directed to make an immediate investigation of the methods of purchase
and fricen paid for cattle and swine by persons and corporations en-
gaged in the meat-packing industry, with particular reference to the
diseriminations, if any, operating to the disadvantage of live-stock pro-
ducers in the Southern States, and to report as soon as practicable to
the Senate the results of such investigation.

Mr, HARRIS. Mr, President, the meat packers combine and
discriminate against the hog raisers of the South by paying
them 3 cents less per pound for hogs than they pay for the
same in other sections of the country. This investigation will,
in my judgment, show the great injustice being done and the
diserimination against the hog raisers of the South. The Fed-
eral Trade Commission has made a thorough investigation of
the meat packers, and, in connection- with the Department of
Agriculture, can make this investigation, so that no injustice
may be done the hog raisers in my State and section. I there-
fore ask for the adoption of the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

- LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I wish to announce that
after the conclusion of morning business on next Thursday,
July 31, I shall address the Senate on the league of nations.

PRICE OF SUGAR.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I have received a great many
protests from different parts of the country as to the price
sugar is being sold at to-day. I should like to have the people
of the United States know that the sugar producers are still
working under the agreement made by Mr. Hoover as head of
the Food Administration. They are getting no more for their
sungar sold to the wholesalers of the country than they have
been receiving since that agreement was first made.

I want the people to understand that that agreement remains
in force until after the sugar crop of 1919 is marketed. So
whlerever exorbitant prices are being paid for sugar it is not
because the producer of sugar is charging more than was agreed
to a year ago.

I wished to make this statement because of the fact that I
have understood there are jobbers in this country making over
a dollar a bag upon sugar to-day, based upon the scarcity of
sugar. In this connection I wish to say that there have been
exportations of sugar of late, and that was taken as an excuse
for raising the price of sugar to the consumer. Exportations
of sugar have ceased, I am informed by the Food Administra-
tion. The American people should not be compelled to pay one
penny more for sugar than they have paid during the last year.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. May I ask the Senator a question?
Did we not, in connection with Great Britain, buy a vast quan-
titv of sugar in Cuba?

Mr. SMOOT. We did.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia.
United States?

Mr, SMOOT. It is coming in as required, I will say to the
Senator from Georgia that about two months ago there was at
that particular time what appeared to be a shortage in the sugar
in the United States, but that was brought about more through
fear than by anything else, and it was based upon the fact that
we were exporting sugar.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Just before he left for abroad I dis-
cussed the subject with Mr. Hoover, and the real problem then
seemed to be whether we could dispose of our entire purchise
without a loss. :

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator there is no fear on
that account. Some of the sugar sgections of Western States
are not going to proguce more than half a erop this year, and 1
feel quite certain there is going to be a world shortage of sugar.

Mr. SHERMAN. Will the Senator permit me to make aun in-
quiry before he resumes his seat? I understand the Govern-
ment now controls the sugar crop?

Is our part of it coming into the

AMr. SMOOT. 1t does.
Mr. SHERMAN, It has the entire output?
AMr. SMOOT. It has, as to the sale,

Mr. SHERMAN. I am unable, or anyone in Washington. to
purchase more than 2 pounds at a time. I understand that re-
striction applies over a very large area., Will the Senator ex-
plain how a thrifty housewife will do her canning this summer
under a Government regulation of that kind?

Mr. SMOOT. I will say to the Senator that that restriction, [
understand, is now being removed. The Senator was correct in
the statement as applying to two weeks ago, but T understan:l
that sinece then the restriction has been removed,

Mr. SHERMAN. I want to state that yesterday it was in
force on the senior Senator from Illinois. e tried to buy it, and
was limited to 2 pounds.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator is correct as to two weeks ago, hut
I understand that that situation has been relieved.

Mr. SHERMAN. Grocers in Washington are still enforeing
it. They seem not to have followed that direction.

Mr. THOMAS. 'That is not a Government limitation. It isa
limitation imposed by retail dealers in different parts of the
country, the reason assigned being that their orders to whole-
salers at present are not promptly filled. Whether there is any
basis for the reason, I do not know.

PEACE TREATY AND LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, the early approval by the
United States Senate of the ratification of the peace treaty em-
bracing the league of nations depends, in my opinion, upon the
effect that reservations or interpretative clauses, in the resolu-
tion which may be adopted by the Senate, will have upon the
ultimate approval and adoption of the treaty by the other na-
tions that are parties to the treaty.

If reservations may be made that we have a right to feel
certain will be accepted by all of the other nations without in-
volving the reopening of the whole matter of peace negotintions
and long and dangerous delays, in my opinion, such reservations
will be approved by two-thirds of the Senate.
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If, on the other hand, as I now believe, the adoption of any
reservation by the Senate will reopen every question involved in
the peace negotiation, invite other nations to insist upon amend-
ments: and reservatiens affecting their particular interests, and
result in long and dangerous delay if not the entire disruption
of the plans for peace, then the treaty will be approved by the
Sennte as made and submitted to us by the President without
reservations, amendments, or other changes.

Before proeeeding to a discussion of the law and the facts
that lead me to the conclusion that I have reached, permit me
to deseribe, as I see it, the attitunde of the various factions or
groups in the Senate. They may be divided into four groups:
. First, those who believe in national isolation and who are opposed
to any league of nations; secomnd, those who faver a phantom
league of nations without effective powers and wheo, to accom-
plish this purpose, would eliminate by amendment or reserva-
tions the vital articles of the covenant; third, those who favor
the league of nations as it iz now planned but who desire that
the rights and obligations of the United States under the treaty
be made more certain by interpretative reservations in the reso-
lution of approval; fourth, Senators who favor the league of
nations and believe that the rights and obligations of our
counfry are definitely stated in the artiecles of the eovenant and
who are now ready to vote for the approval of the treaty without
amendments, reservations, interpretations, or other qualifica-
tions or changes.

There are but a few Senators in the first group. There are but
a few more in the second group, ind I am confident that those
two groups eombined do not constitute one-third of the Senators.
In the third group there are possibly ene-third of the Members of
the Senate. The fourth group includes the main body of the
Senate, and if a vote were taken to-day I am satisfied that they
would cast a majority vote.

The fate of the league of nations does not rest with those
Senators who would destroy or emasculate the covenant, but
with those other Senators te whom I have referred, who favor
the league of nations, but who now have in mind ratifieation
with interpretative reservations. These Senators are not fixed
in their determination to vofe for reservations. They are study-
ing and weighing the result of a rejection of the treaty as it
stands through adoption of reservations. This attitude was
clearly by the distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. Corr] in his able speech delivered in the Senate on
July 17, when, in discussing reservations, he said:

- “Mvr. President, there has been much discussion concerning
the league of nations, and the controversy seems to have settled
down to the proposition whether the covenant shall be ratified
in its present form or with certain reservations. I believe the
popular sentiment is universal, and I eertainly share it, that the
Monroe doctrine should be clearly safeguarded. This is purely
an American doctrine, and it differentiates the New World from
the Old. I also believe that domestic questions like immigra-
tion, which in some of their aspects may be international, should
be properly ed. The storm center of these reservations
seems to be article 10. As to the retention of this article much
may be said on both sides. It may be argued that the United
States ought not to bind itself for all time to guarantee the ter-
ritorial integrity and political independence of the members of
the leagune against external aggression, and yet that argument
might not apply with the same force to protecting the territorial
settlements made by the peace conference until this new world
order is fully established and the present peace of the world
made secure. There is a wide distinetion between a temporary
and a permanent retention of article 10. Upon the question of
reservations I reserve my judgment for a full digeussion and
consideration.”

These Senators have nearly all indicated that they would not
do anything knowingly that would result in the destruction of
the league of nations. They are moved by no such desires. They
are urged simply by fear lest some misunderstanding may arise
in the future through indefinite language in the body of the
treaty. I remember distinetly that tlie Senator from Missouri
[Mr, Spexcer] in his speech before the Senate on the 30th day of
June said:

“We must maintain this position of national independence,
It is vital not alone from the standpoint of national honor and
of national usefulness to the world, but as well from the stand-
point of our own commercial, agrienltural, and industrial pros-
perity, and it is for this reason that the American people ought
to be assured in advance that in the ratification of the treaty
there shall be such reservations as will in no sense require the
treaty to be sent back to the other nations of the “orld and thus
delay the final consummation of peace * .

The Senator touched the vital question that must be de-
termined by each Senator and that is, Will qualified ratification

of the treaty, with reservations or interpretative expressions,
send it back for renegotiation, reconsideration, and reconstrue-
tion by a peace conference ; and if so, then what will be the prob-
able result of such action? The determination of this question
first involves the legal effect of placing reservations or interpre-
tative expressions in the resolution of approval adopted by the
Senate. If the reservation becomes a part of the treaty, and our
Supreme Court has held that it does, then the consent to and
the approval of such reservation must be obtained by the same
bodies that are required to consent to and approve the freaty,
and with the same formality. If it is necessary that the
treaty as negotlated be approved by the United States Senate,
then it is equally necessary that any amendment or reservation
or interpretative clause added thereto by any other Government
a party to the treaty must first receive the approval of two-
thirds of the United States Senate before the treaty with such
reservations or amendments becomes binding upon our Govern-
ment. This is egually true, even if our Senate had already
approved the freaty and such gqualifications were placed in it
by other nations subsequent to such approval. Although the
treaty had once been approved by the Senate, the President
would have no authority to accept it or ratify it in the form in
which it was subsequently amended by another party to the
treaty. Such qualifications or changes or reservations made
by other nations would constitute a different treaty from that
which the Senate had already approved, and it would be neces-
sary for it to again be submitted to the Senate for its further
adviee and econsent and approval.

Such was the determination of the United States Senate in
the matter of the ratification of the treaty between the United
Stutes and Spain, wherein Florida was eeded to the United
States. This treaty was signed on the 22d day of February,
1819. On the 24th day of February, 1819, the Senate advised
and consented to its ratifiention with this reservation :

“All grants made since the 24th of January, 1819, when the
first proposal on the part of his Catholic Majesty for the cession
of the Floridas was made, are thereby declared and agreed to
be null and void.”

The treaty thus amended by reservation was returned to
Spain for ratification. On the 2l1st day of Oectober, 1820, the
King of Spain, in his written ratification annexed to the treaty,
admitted in explicit terms that it was the positive understanding
of the negotiators on both sides, when the treaty was signed,
that the grants were thereby annulled, and declared also that
they had remained and did remain entirely annulled and invalid.
This would appear to be simply a ratification of the treaty as

. amended by reservations by the United States Senate, but it

was made in different langnage and therefore might be subject
to a different construction by the United States. Therefore
the President of the United States again submitted the treaty
to the Senate for its further advice and consent. And again, on
the 19th day of February, 1821, the Senate, for the second time,
advised and consented to the ratifieation of the treaty, includ-
ing the interpretative expressions of the King of Spain as a
part of the freaty. Subsequently this treaty came before the
Supreme Court of the United States for judicial construction,
particularly with regard to the effect of the reservations. Mr,
Chief Justice Taney, in delivering the opinion of the court, after
reciting the facts, stated:

“For it is too plain for argument that where one of the
parties to a treaty, at the time of its ratification, annexes a
written declaration explaining ambiguous language in the in-
strument or adding a new and distinet stipulation, and the
treaty is afterwards ratified by the other party with the decla-
ration attached to it, and the ratifications duly exchanged, the
declaration thus annexed is a part of the treaty, and as bind-
ing and obligatory as if it were inserted in the body of the
instrument. The intention of the parties is to be gathered from
the whole instrument as it stood when the ratifications were
exchanged.”

Permit me to call attention to the fact that the annexes or
reservations made by the King of Spain subsequent to the rati-
fication of the treaty by the Senate were only interpretative and
did not in any wise change the purpose or effect of the treaty
as previously ratified by the United States Senate. Yet the
Senate was entitled to determine that question for itself, and
therefore it was resubmitted to the Senate and the Senate found
it necessary to again approve the treaty.

Is it not eclear, from this precedent of the United States Sen-
afe and the decision of the Supreme Court, that any annex or
reservation or addition or qualification to the written treaty
must be submitted to the other parliaments or officers 'mt‘hor-
ized to consent to and approve treaties?

I know that the Senatfor from Missouri and the Senator from
Rhode Island and other Senators who would like to see interpre-
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tative clauses attached to the treaty have hoped that such
actlon would not require reconsideration and further action
by the other parties to the treaty. It must now appear that
there is no foundation for such hope. It is immateriai whethet
the Senate considers the reservation as changing tha treaty or
not, for that is a question under the law of contracts that the
other party has an equal right to determine. It is immaterial
whether the change be accomplished in the body of the treaty
or by reservations in the resolution approving the treaty or by
interpretative clauses annexed to the treaty. The question Is,
Is the wording of the treaty changed? If it is, the construction
to be placed upon such words and their effect upon the terms
of the treaty are questions to be determined by all of the
parties to the treaty. The treaty is a contract; it is an agree-
ment that requires the meeting of the minds of the contracting
parties upon the terms. Agreements may be only expressed in
words, and words are subject to various constructions. The
words, therefore, in a contract are of as much importance to
the contracting parties as the agreement itself, and the words
once agreed upon can not be changed without the consent of each
of the parties to be bound by the contract.

Is it not, then, clear that the argument of some Senators that
further consideration and ratification by the other parties is
unnecessary, because the words added to the treaty do not
change its meaning, has no support in law?

Mr. Justice Brown, in delivering a concurring opinion in the
Supreme Court of the United States in the case of The Diamond
Rings (183 U. 8., 182), says, in considering the treaty between
the United States and Spain:

“1In its essence it is a contract. It differs from an ordinary
contract only in being an agreement between independent States
instead of private parties. (Koster v. Neilson, 2 Pet., 253, 314,
7 L. ed., 415, 435; Head Money Cases, 112 U. 8., 580, sub nom;
Edye v. Robertson, 28 L. ed., 798, 5 Sup. Ct. Rep., 247.) By the
Constitution (Art. II, par. 2) the President * shall have power, by
and with the advice and consent of the Senate, to make treaties,
provided two-thirds of the Senators present concur.’

“ Obviously the treaty must contain the whole contract between
the parties, and the power of the Senate is limited to a ratifica-
tion of such terms as have already been agreed upon between
the President, acting for the United States, and the commis-
sioners of the other contracting power.

“The Senate has no right to ratify the treaty and introduce
new terms into it whiech shall be obligatory upon the other power,
although it may refuse its ratification or make such ratification
conditional upon the adoption of amendments to the treaty. If,
for instance, the treaty with Spain had contained a provision
instating the inhabitants of the Philippines as citizens of the
United States the Senate might have refused to ratify it until
this provision was stricken out. But it could not, in my opin-
ion, ratify the treaty and then adopt a resolution declaring it
not to be its intention to admit the inhabitants of the Philip-
pine Islands to the privileges of citizenship of the United States.
Such resolution would be inoperative as an amendment to the

treaty, since it had not received the assent of the President or

the Spanish commissioners.”

The learned justice states that any additions to the treaty
must be solemnly ratified by the other party. If the Senate of
the United States makes additions to the treaty by words of
qualification, limitation, or interpretation in the resolution of
approval annexed to the treaty, then what solemn ratification
will be requnired of the other parties to the treaty? The Govern-
ments of Great Britain, France, and Italy have already decided
that the treaty can not be ratified or become of binding effect
upon those countries until it receives the approval of their re-
spective parlinments. The House of Commons of Great Britain
has already by an almost unanimous vote approved the treaty as
negotiated. The treaty is now before the Chamber of Deputies
of France and the Chamber of Deputies of Italy. The laws gov-
erning the approval and ratification of treaties in those coun-
tries are similar to ours. If we add to the treaty or take away
from it or change it in any way, the treaty will then again have
to be submitted to the Parliaments of Great Britain, France,
and Ttaly for their approval of the treaty in its changed form.

The decisions that I have quoted defining the law of the ratifi-
cation of treaties is conclusive upon this subject. If the United
States Senate under the law governing treaties is compelled to
reconsider the treaty with any changes made by the other Gov-
ernments parties to the treaty, then the other Governments have
ot to consider and approve changes that we may make in the
treaty before it becomes binding upon them. And there are 22
other Governments besides these I have named to which the
treaty must again be resubmitted for solemn approval and ratifi-
eation in nccordance with the laws of those countries.

The premier of Great Britain or the premier of France or the-
premier of Italy has no more authority to accept and ratify a
treaty that may be changed by the Senate of the United States
than the President of the United States has to approve and
ratify changes that may be made in the treaty by the other Gov-
ernments who are parties to the treaty. Why is this true? Be-
cause the power of approval in each of such countries is vested
in its parliament, as it is vested in the Senate in this country.

As Mr, John W, Foster says in his work entitled “ The Prac-
tice of Diplomacy "—

“The gigning of treaties or the exchange of ratifications is
sometimes accompanied by protocols signed by the representa-
tives of the two contracting parties, or by declarations on the
part of one of the representatives, designed to interpret or affect
in some way the terms of the treaties. It is a well-settled prin-
ciple of the Government of the United States that no such docu-
ment can have any effect whatever upon a treaty to which it is
a party unless the document has been submitted to the Senate
and received its approval in the same manner as is required for
the treaty itself.

“The citation of a few cases will illustrate this practice.
When the treaty of 1824 between the United States and Russia
was about to be exchanged, the Russian minister informed Secre-
tary Adams that he was instructed by his Government to file
an explanatory note at the time of the exchange of ratification
stating the views of his Government as to the meaning and effect
of certain articles of the treaty. Secretary Adams informed him
that such a note could have no effect whatever upon the treaty
unless it was sent to the Senate with the treaty and received its
approval, intimating that such a course might imperil the treaty.
He advised the minister not to make it a part of his act of ex-
change of ratifications, but to file it at some date after that
event. It would then be received as the interpretation placed
upon the treaty by his Government. The minister pursued this
course.” :

I particularly call attention to the last two sentences of the
quotation. Secretary Adams advised the Russian minister to
file as a separate instrument, and after the ratification of the
treaty, any interpretations that his Government might place
upon the terms of the treaty. His reason for this is plain, as
has been determined by the precedents and decisions that I
have heretofore cited. Any resolution of ratification and ap-
proval or other writing annexed to or filed as a part of the
treaty changing, modifying, or interpreting the treaty in any
manner becomes a part of the treaty and must again go
through the formality of approval and ratification. The Rus-
sian minister took the advice of Secretary Adams. He subse-
quently filed a statement of the construction and interpreta-
tion placed upon the treaty by his Government. This did not
become a part of the treaty and therefore did not compel fur-
ther action upon the treaty, but it gave notice to the United
States of the position that Russia would take if the construc-
tion of the treaty were ever brought in question. This, as I
understand it, is what is sought by some of the Senators who
are classified as being in favor of reservations of interpreta-
tion.

And again, on page 292, in deseribing the ratification required
by other Governments, he says:

“The agents must not only be authorized to negotiate, but, as
we have seen, the treaty must be duly ratified in the form re-
quired in each country.”

I have already called attention to the fact that this treaty
must be ratified by Great Britain, France, and Italy and be
approved by their respective parliaments.

1 take it from the foregoing precedents, decisions, and
opinions that the necessity for the approval by the Parliaments
of Great Britain, France, and Italy of any alterations or in-
terpretations annexed to the treaty by the Urited States Sen-
ate is coneclusively determined.

It must also follow that each of these parlinmentary bodies,
and the proper authority of each of the other parties to the
treaty, may not only approve or reject our reservations but
each may include in its resolution of approval further expres-
sions of interpretation, qualification, or limitation, both as to
our own reservations and to other matters in the treaty that
may affect its individual interest. If any such reservations
are annexed by these parliaments or Governments to the treaty,
then under the decision of the Supreme Court and the precedent
which I have cited the treaty in its changed form must again
be resubmitted to the Senate of the United States for its fur-
ther advice and consent with regard to approval. So without
end changes may be made by these parliamentary bodies, and
without end they must be returned to the other parlinmentary
bodies for their consideration, consent, or approval.
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Are we justified in assuming that these other parliaments and
Governments will accept without further interpretation our defi-
nitions of the articles of the covenant as affecting our own
obligations? Is it not natural to suppose that, after the results
of the long and tedious labors of the peace conference and the
painful efforts at compromise have been once set aside by the
United States Government, other Governments will not hesitate
to attempt to obtain in the negotiations privileges and pro-
tections that they sought during the negotiations and which
they failed to obtain? Such a supposition, Mr. President, is not
founded upon experience and common knowledge of interna-
tional diplomacy.

Japan's most bitter fight at the council table was to grant
the league jurisdietion to prevent the United States, Canada,
and Australia from excluding Japanese from their territories
under the immigration laws. Her people are smarting under
the alleged stigma. It is the most sensitive question in the
Japanese Empire. Think you that the Japanese Government
will neglect the opportunity to again insist upon reservations
in the treaty covering this point if negotiations are ever again
opened?

Think you that the Italian Parliament, having the oppor-
tunity by reopening of negotiations, would hesitate to place in
the treaty reservations swhich they believe are necessary to pro-
tect her interests at Fiume, Dalmatia, and along the Adriatic
when we had set the example?

The Chamber of Deputies of France has demanded of Clemen-
ceau the evidence and the argument upon which he based his
justification for signing the treaty without provisions for a
standing army under the league fo protect the borders of

. France,

Would there be cause for surprise if, in the circumstances,
the Parliament of Great Britain should feel justified in adding
a reservation to the treaty when it goes back to them to the
effect that the eclause providing for limitation of naval arma-
ment shall not, by reason of Great Britain’s peculiar situation,
apply to that Government? !

Any reservation by any of these Governments, of this kind or
of any other character, will necessitate a return of the treaty
for the approval of our Senate and every other parliament or
agency invested with the power of approval. There are reser-
vations that I have suggested, and probably many more which
I have not mentioned, that our Government would not approve.

And what is the result if there be a failure of approval of
our reservations or of the reservations of other nations tacked
onto and made a part of the treaty? There is but one alterna-
tive—abandonment of efforts for future peace, or long, uncertain,
and dangerous renegotiations between all the parties to the
treaty. °

Mr. President, unless we approve this treaty as it stands, as
Great Britain has done, then we open the door to all of the dis-
astrous possibilities of renewed international dissension.

Mr. President, I hesitate to criticize the advice of so distin-
guished a statesman as Mr, Elihu Root, but his recent expres-
sions are, in my opinion, subject to misconstruction, and the
question is of too vital importance to permit his statement to go
unanswered. In his letter addressed to Senator Lopge, under
date of June 19, and which was published as Senate Document
No. 41, in discussing the reservation, he present this argument:

“This reservation and these expressions of understanding are
in accordance with long-established precedent in the making
of treaties. When included in the instrument of ratification
they will not require a reopening of negotiation, but if none
of the other signatories expressly objects to the ratification with
such limitations the treaty stands as limited as between the
United States and the other powers.

“If any doubt were entertained as to the effect of such action,
the doubt could be readily dispelled by calling upon the four
other principal powers represented in the council to state
whether they do in fact object to the entrance of the United
States into the league with the understandings and reserva-
tions stated in the resolution.”

It is true that the practice of adopting reservations is in
accordance with the precedents in making treaties, and I have
attempted to show, both by citing precedents and decisions, the
cffects of such reservations. He first states that such reserva-

- tions “ will not require a reopening of negotiations,” yet in the
very same sentence he admits that the other parties to the treaty
may reject the freaty with the reservations by expressly object-
ing. Does not this power of rejection necessarily imply a re-
submission to and reconsideration by the other parties to the
treaty of such changes or additions? Are the other parties to
the treaty limited to expressly objecting to the reservations or
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accepting them? Have they not the same power that our Gov-
ernment has to offer further reservations or clauses of interpre-
tation relating to our particular reservations or to other mat-
ters in the treaty that they may consider affect their individual
interest? I do not take it that any statesman will question this
power. And is it not inevitable, in a peculiar condition such as
involves this treaty, where 27 natiens, in addition to our enemy,
of different races, speaking different languages, with different
interests, are involved, that the inevitable result must be a
reopening of the whole matter?

_In view of the precedents and decisions of our Supreme Court
that I have cited, I respectfully insist that Mr. Root’s state-
ment that the contract would become binding with our reserva-
tions unless the other nations expressly object is not founded
in law. If the other Governments fail to approve the treaty
with our reservations, in accordance with the laws of their
own countries, then the contract is of no binding foree or effect.
If the ex-Senator sees fit to interpret such action as an express
objection,” then he may satisfy himself with regard to his posi-
tion. But the distingnished statesman admits doubts with regard
to the soundness of his own proposition. From one so learned
and experienced in such matters, his statement might be taken
as advice to the President to call “upon the four other prin-
cipal powers represented in the council to state whether they
do in fact object to the entrance of the United States into the
league with the understanding and reservations stated in the
resolution.” :

Why should the President call to the attention of the four
other principal powers such changes and not call them to the
attention of all of the other 22 powers who assisted in making
the treaty and who were parties thereto? Would not the con-
sent of the other powers to such changes have to be obtained
before the treaty would be binding upon them? Would Mr. Root
be satisfied with the elimination of all of the other powers
from the treaty and have only a treaty between the United
States and these four powers? What would be the result upon
the league of nations if the new treaty as proposed by the
Senate were only ratified by the United States and the four
other principal nations? Is it not evident that we would then
have only an alliance of a group of nations and not a league
of all nations? I do not know what Mr. Root may conceive
to be the duty of the President of the United States in the
premises, but I am satisfied that the President will deem it his
duty to call the attention of each and all of the nations who
are parties to the treaty to any changes that may be made in
the treaty by the Senate, and to request of them that the treaty
s0 changed be approved and ratified according to the laws of
their respective countries.

The United States by the ratification of the treaty is assum-
ing serious obligations. It is assuming them upon the theory
that all of the other nations who are parties to the treaty are
going to assume the same far-reaching obligations. Would the
President be doing his duty if he trusted to an equivoeal, long-
delayed, or implied ratification of the treaty by the other par-
tles to it, with the knowledge of the unfortunate consequences
that usually follow such delays and uncertainties?

Again, Mr. Root assumes that it would be an easy matter for
the four other principal powers to answer the question as to
whether their Governments would consent to such changes in
the treaty. The only authority that can answer that question
is the authority in whom is vested the power of consenting to
and approving such changes. This power is vested in the Par-
linments of Great Britain, France, and Italy. How can the
President ascertain what action parliaments would take with
regard to any proposed reservations by the United States Sen-
ate? Who in those Governments or in those parliaments has
the knowledge or the authority to answer such a question? If
the President of France, the King of England, or the King of
Italy should desire to know whether the United States Govern-
ment would agree to certain proposed reservations on behalf of
each one of these respective countries, how wonld such sover-
eigns obtain the information from the United States Govern-
ment? The only power in the United States that can answer
such question is the power that has the right of approval or
rejection, and that is the United States Senate. Who has the
knowledge or authority to answer such questions on behalf of
the United States Senate?

The New York Times of July 21 says that Senator Lobge is
said to have had word from a prominent British stateaman that
both Great Britain and France would agree to reservations
proposed pertaining to article 10, guaranteeing territorial in-
tegrity, the mronroe doctrine, purely domestic questions such
as immigration, the tariff, and racial equality, and American
right to withdraw from the leagne upon two years' notice,
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America to determine for herself if her obligations to the league
had been fulfilled. i

From whom could Senator Lopce obtain any authoritative in-
formation in Great Britain or France? There is only one
power in- Great Britain that may answer that question, and
that is the British Parliament. There is but one power in
France that may answer that guestion, and that is the French
Parlinment. And neither of these bodies can answer the ques-
tion except by a vote. g

Mr. President, all such assertions might be considered as idle
declarations were it not for the unfortunate effect such state-
ments may have upon the ultimate fate of the treaty and the
league of nations.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada yield
to the Senator from Montana ?

Mr, PITTMAN. I do.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I desire to inquire if the Senator
can inform us whether the Senator from Massachusetts has
made any public statement with reference to the interview which
the Times attributes to him?

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I have not seen it.

Mr, WALSH of Montana. Did the interview give the name
of the eminent statésman who was able to inform the Senator
from Massachusetts?

Alr. PITTMAN. The article to which I have referred did not
give the name of any statesman.

AMr. President, no Senator who believes that the peace of the
world may only be maintained by the concerted action of nations
dare endanger the ratification of the treaty of peace by attaching
thereto amendments, reservations, or interpretations, unless he
has determined that the interest of his country requires that he
vote against the treaty unless such reservations be adopted. No
mere doubt as to the construction of an article affecting the
United States could justify him holding such bellefs in again
throwing the world into chaos.

The nations of the world may all be against us, and in the
league of nations they may violently misconsirue the articles
affecting our interest. They can accomplish the same purpose
if there is no league of nations. They are more apt to attempt
to accomplish this purpose if there is no league of nations. If
we can not trust the nations of the world to do justice to us in
the league of nations, we certainly can not trust them outside
of the league of nations.

We can wait for peace; Europe can not. A month or a year
might not be noticeable here, but two months may mean the
destruction of eivilization in Europe. Their able-bodied men
have been annihilated; their widows and orphans are starving;
their lands have been devastated; their factories have been de-
stroyed ; their commerce has ceased to exist, and they have no
credit. Nothing thrives in Europe to-day except Bolshevism.
It is growing like a rank and poisonous weed. Unless we, by
bringing about an early peace, assist in cutting it down and
stamping it Into the ground its seeds will scatter over the world.

The real peace treaty was not with our enemy, but between
us and our friends. There ig no precedent for such a treaty.
We may force any treaty upon a defeated enemy ; we must com-
promise a treaty between our friends. The ablest and most pa-
triotic statesmen of the world, for months, untiringly gave their
lives to reaching this compromise treaty. They all agree that it
is the best that can ever be obtained.

If you are against the league of natipns, then say so and vote
against it; kill it openly and quickly, but do not give it a slow
poizon that must result in its death. The Governments of Europe
must act. They must bring peace ni. order out of chaos and
anarchy or those governments will be swept away. The states-
men of Europe have had an almost superhuman task in meeting
the wants and allaying the patience of their people. They ara
holding them together, waiting for our Government to act, while
our Senators slowly debate technical questions and future vague
possibilities.

Speaking purely as an American, I believe that our Nation
will be in as much danger as any other country in the world if
this treaty fails. Already there are signs in Europe of the aban-
donment of peaceful intentions, and groups of nations are feel-
ing their way to organization for war and conquest. If the world
does not soon guarantee France and Italy and the new nations
against aggression through concerted action under the league of
nationg, then an alllance, an offensive and defensive alliance
under the old order of things, is inevitable. We know what that
alliance will be and we know that we will not be a member of it.
We know that there will be an alliance of powers superior to
our strength that will not be in sympathy with our policies and
our interests. Our Monroe doctrine will then cease to be a doe-
trine, because we will be unable to maintain it. We will be able

"

to defend our own shores, but only by establishing and main-
taining the greatest navy and the most powerful army that any
country ever had. Let us not deceive ourselves nor the people
of the country. Let us tell them the truth. Let us tell them
that if this league of nations fails, that then they will be called
upon and will have to support their Government in a militarism
that will be the only safety of our country.

Mr, President, I pray God that the world may awake from this
nightmare of horror.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona obtained the floor.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Mr. President, I wish to ask
the Senator from Nevada a question.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. The Senate, I am sure, is
grateful to the Senator from Nevada for his very valuable
contribution- to this discussion, but I should like to give the
point to one feature of his very able address.

In referring to the interview with former Senator Root, he
is quoted as having said, in effect, that some of the govern-
ments might accept interpretations or reservations imposed by
us without sufficient action. That, of course, means that a
contracting party may amend a contract either expressly or by
implieation. I assume that former Senator Root referred to
governments where it was possible that they could acecept @
reservation or an interpretation by implication simply by acting
upon it as thus interpreted. I should like to ask the Senator
from Nevada if there is any power In Germany which can
accept an interpretation or reservation by implieation, and
whether it would be necessary, under the present government
in Germany, that the treaty should be resubmitted to the I"arlia-
ment of Germany and the present existing government?

Mr. PITTMAN. I do not think there is any doubt about it.
I do not think there would be any question but that under the
laws now governing Germany the changed treaty by the addi-
tions suggested would necessarily have to go back to the parlia-
mentary body of Germany for ratification and approval.

Mr. JONES of New Mexico. Then, would not Germany be
given the perfect right to contend that the treaty which it had
ratified has not been ratified by all the powers, and that she is
not bound by this treaty until the treaty, in the terms originally
submitted to Germany, was ratified by each pewer intending to
be a party signatory to it, and would it not give Germany
an opportunity to open up the entire controversy and insist upon
such qualifications or interpretations as she might see fit to
impose upon it? '

Mr. PITTMAN. 1 think the suggestions of the Senator from
Neéw Mexico add to what I have already attempted to- -make
clear, that any changes, no matter how they may be accom-
plished, made in the treaty by the Senate necessarily must be
ratified by the proper legal bodies of all the other countries
that are parties to the treaty. There are 27 of them, exclusive
of Germany. I think it is clear also that at the same time it
goes back to them for their ratification they would not only
have the power of ratification or rejection, but they would have
the power of further interpretation of what we attempted to
interpret and a further power of adding reservations aflfecting
their own interests. In other words, I feel that we should
thoroughly understand the situation, and that long delay is
inevitable if we add a single amendment or a single reservation
or interpretative clause to the treaty. 2

As to whether a Senator may consider that that delay is justi-
fled by the necessity of his amendment or reservation is some-
thing that must appeal to his own conscience, and no one else
may answer. Long delay might not be as important in the
mind of a Senator as the reservation he has in mind.

That is the only question-as I take it. I would have no objee-
tion to interpretative clauses. I shouid like to see some inter-
pretative clauses. Like nearly every other Senator, I never saw
an instrument drawn by anyone else that I did not feel I conld
improve upon. I am not governed in my action, however,
solely by such sentiments. My action will be dominated by
what I consider will bring about an early peace and preserve the
league of nations.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I do not wish to interrupt the
Senator from Arizona, and will not take more than a moment.,
As I understand the position of the able Senator from Nevada,
it is that no interpretation or amendment which does not go
back for action upon the part of the other nations can be of any
real effect.

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes; of any legal effect.

Mr. BORAH. I thoroughly agree with the Senator. I have
no doubt that view is correct, and I hope the entire Senate will
take that view. The idea of the United States putting in an
interpretation and Brazil puiting in an interpretation which may
be in conflict with it, and another nation putting in an inter
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pretation, and assuming that those interpretations are going to
have any effect ultimately unless accepted, is perfectly absurd
to my mind. I agree entirely with the Senator from Nevada
that any interpretation or amendment, or any construction or
reservation, must go back and be accepted by those nations be-
fore it is worth the paper it is written on.

Mr. PITTMAN. I take it, of course, the Senator agrees with
me that when it does go back to be accepted by them it carries
with it that meaning, that if accepted by the parliaments or
agents of those countries that are authorized to consent to and
approve treaties.

Mr. BORAH. Precisely.

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the Senator from Arizona permit me to
ask the Senator from Nevada a question? :

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. Yes; I will yield.

Mr. SIMMONS. This is the question I wish to ask the Sena-
tor from Nevada: The Senator from Idaho says that these
reservations have no legal effect. Undoubtedly the Senator is
correct in that respect, but if we should make a reservation
interpreting our understanding of the treaty or any of its
provisions, and Congress should be called upon hereafter to
perform any obligation arising out of the treaty with respect
to the section to which the reservation is made, would not that
reservation of our understanding of its meaning protect this
Government against the charge of bad faith if we refused to
carry it out with reference to the understanding of other mem-
bers of the league, but agreed to carry it out with reference to
our own understanding as enunciated in the reservation, and
would it not be very valuable for that purpose and to that end,
although the reservation should have no legal effect?

Mr. PITTMAN. DMr. President, there are two characters of
resolutions bearing on the subject. One of them is a resolution
made a part of the treaty and the other is a resolution made
immediately subsequent to the treaty, either one of which may
express the interpretation of our Government. If the ex-
pressed interpretation is made a part of the treaty, it requires
ratification by the other powers which are parties to the
treaty, beeause it becomes a part of the treaty. If the resolu-
tion is made subsequently and apart from the ratification of
the treaty, it does not become a part of the treaty and does
not bind the other Governments in the construction of the
treaty, but it does serve the purposes which the Senator from
North Carolina stated, of giving to the other parties notice of
the position that our Government will take if the construction
is ever brought into question.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes, Mr. President; and if the reservation
is made in such a form that it is legal and binding by the rati-
fication or agreement of other nations, then, of course, it would
become a legal obligation.

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes.

Mr. SIMMONS. But the Senator from Idaho was talking
about the other character of reservation, a reservation that
did not at any stage assume the form of a legal obligation, and
he said that that would be of no value.

Mr. PITTMAN, No; I did not g0 understand it.

Mr. SIMMONS. I did.

Mr. PITTMAN. What he meant was that any reservation,
a8 I understood the Senator; and I understood him to take
the position T did, that any reservation or annex of any kind,
no matter what you may call it, or any change made in the
treaty by the Senate is of no binding effect upon the other par-
ties to the obligation until such change is approved by them
according to the laws of their country.

Mr. BORAH. That is the position which I took.

Mr., SIMMONS. I misunderstood the position of the Senator
from Idaho.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY.

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator from Arizona yield further,
that I may make a motion?

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I yield for that purpose.

Mr. CURTIS. I move that when the Senate adjourns to-day
it adjourn to meet on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. Mr. President, our representatives
at the peace conference, together with the representatives of 30
other powers, have unanimously recommended this covenant for
a league of nations establishing a democratic organization world-
wide in scope, for the humane and righteous purpose of prevent-
ing further wars upon the earth. The sincere effort by this
great aggregation of the nations to accomplish the purpose is
worth more to the world, far more, than the money expended,
and if suecess follows, as it will, this last horrible, brutal, and
devastating war will prove in time to have been the greatest
blessing. ever vouchsafed the nations and peoples of the earth.

Its horrors awoke the world to the adoption of measures prevent-
ing its recurrence. The means to this end finds expression in
the league of nations now before us for ratification or rejection.
It is as near perfect as the best and sincerest minds of 30
nations could make it, involving as it does so many intricate
and portenfous interests. It has been criticized in sincerity
by some, and assailed and grossly misrepresented by others—
sometimes I fear under press of political prejudice. These
critics are professedly, devotedly, in favor of a league, but not
this one. Not one of them has presented even the skeleton of
the league that would suit him, and save the world. A league
of nations for the future peace of the world was one of the
famous 14 points set forth by the President in his message to
Congress, on which a just and an abiding peace must be made.
Not one word of objection or dissent was heard then. Why
this uproar and clamor now? Oh, you answer, * It is not the
kind of a league we wanted.” What kind do you want? It is
high time to give us a sample of your superior wisdom by pre-
senting a model. Your good faith is at stake, It is easy to
tear down what you could not build. The matchless temple of
Diana was destroyed by a reckless dupe who hoped that his
name might live in history. Is one-third of the Senate of the
United States to emulate that achievement by destroying this
temple of peace, this league of nations, built by the hands of
the chosen architects of 30 nations of the earth, and around
which cluster the dreams of the philosopher, the love of the
Christians, the hope of a war-ridden and devastated world?
Its foundation is laid in the blood of millions on millions of
men who fought that civilization might be saved, and that the
angel mission, peace on earth, good will among men, might be
fully accomplished. No, you will not destroy this dream, this
love, this hope of the bleeding world, unless you shall shut your
mind from the light of reason and your ears against the suffering
cry of humanity. Why should anyone wish to defeat this
treaty? Why this hypercritical interpretation of its terms?
Why this effort of some Members to make this a party issue?
May God have mercy on the man who would willingly place
party success above the peace and prosperity of his country.
May God pity the narrow, contracted soul and the timid heart
of him who would counsel or consent to his country's evasion
of the responsibility and duty that modern times and modern
events have thrown upon it. We are no longer a hermit Nation,
nor can we play the part of a hermit in the fast unfolding
duties and obligations resting on the civilization of this hour.
We are the most powerful and peace-loving Nation on the
earth. We have no cause to fear any. Our position in the
affairs of this world demonstrates the fact that no war of any
magnitude can be waged without bringing us into its awful
vortex. The last one fully reveals that inevitable conse-
quence. The league of nations alone can prevent such a catas-
trophe in the future. Is it worth trying? The death-dealing
discoveries and inventions called forth by the last war make
the next one absolutely destructive. Better that some sacri-
fices, some expenditure of millions for the preservation of peace,
than that untold billions should be used again in gaining an
empty vietory.

Our last war was fought to little purpose, our billions of
treasure spent in vain, the blood of cur heroic hoys offered as
a useless sacrifice, if out of it all no provision is made at this
epochal time to prevent a recurrence of these woes by estab-
lishing a guaranty of all civilized nations against any aggression
of one against another.

It seems pitiable to me that men can be found willing by
any pretense or under any conviction or for any purpose to
throw away this first real chance of the world to better the
conditions in it. We are an essential and very important
part of the world from now until the end of all human govern-
ment. This great globe on which all the nations, tribes, and
people rhust live is not larger than a football as compared with
a century ago. Whether we will or not, our interest, our
trade, our industries, touch every port and every transportation
line on earth, and every consideration of all these demand that
peace, not war, shall be the normal condition of mankind. Our
premier position makes the peace of the world more important
to us than to any other people. We have it in our hands now
to accomplish this, backed as we are by the common consent
and eager acquiescence of all the decent peace-loving nations of
the earth. Under the proposed league, ours with them and
theirs with us, is a purely contractual relation. All are dealing
in good faith, and all intend to keep the contract. We bear no
burden not common to all. None can afford to break its con-
tract with us, and we have no intention to violate ours with them.
Then why this new-born fear of the league?

Mr. President, these general observations having been sub-
mitted, let us see, if we can, what this league of nations pro-
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poses, and wherein lies the danger to the United States that its
crities affirm. One thing is certain—the league is not a world
state or supersovereign as so loudly declared by its opponents
on this floor. As I said in starting, the obligations assumed are
contractual only, and certain machinery is provided for the ful-
fillment of these mutual obligations.

First, an assembly in which all States members of the league

are to have one vote.

Second, a council of nine members, on which the United States,
Great Britain, France, Italy, and Japan are always to be repre-
sented, and four other States—Belgium, Brazil, Greece, and
Spain—shall be represented on the council.

Third, a secretariat, head of which shall be appointed by the
council and ratified by the assembly, and all assistants appointed
by him shall be ratified by the council. The States victorious
in the late war shall be charter members, together with such
States as on invitation shall join. The Central Powers, against
whom we fought, are not now to become members of the league
for obvious reasons. Kventually all States will become members,
because the advantages of membership will constrain them.
Admission, however, i allowed only on a two-thirds vote of the
assembly. Any State may withdraw on two years' notice if it
has fulfilled its obligations under the contract. Mr. Root thought
five years was the proper time, but President Wilson had the
two-year limit put into the league provisions. This provision
alone would save the United States from all the dire evils and
fancied wrongs so vociferously asserted in the diaphanous dia-
tribe of desperate debaters on this floor,

The council is to submit plans for a court of international
justice for its consideration and adoption. Such a court has
been advocated for a half century and more by the leading spirits
of every civilized and enlightened country, and various efforts
have heretofore been made to accomplish it. A commission on
armament is likewise established, which can in no way injure
the United States, but vastly redound to its interest. If all
disarm in proportion to their local needs and trouble should
arise, we have demonstrated to the wondering world our power
to surpass all others in hasty preparation for any emergency.
We no longer want an army-ridden world. Germany has shown
what a menace a fully equipped army is to the peace of un-
offehding nations. We have now for the first time in history
power to limit armament, and that power properly exercised
is o sure guaranty of peace.

England and France, unequipped, unready, could not persnade
prepared Germany from unbarring the gates of pandemonium
and turning loose on the world the erimes and miseries of hell.

Mr. President, the very heart of this covenant is the delay
it insures before the first blow is strock, Everyday experience,
in even domestic troubles, teaches the necessity of delay and
forbearance to prevent hostilities. It is the same with nations
as with men. Do you remember the Moroceo affair in 1905,
where the deeclared policy of the Kaiser was a prelude of war?
A battleship landed off the coast of Agadir. President Roose-
velt's influence culled the Algeciras conference. This was after
the dispute had arisen, when the temper was hot, when both
sides were ready to fight. The conference brought delay. The
whole differences were discussed. The French claims were
established in Moroeco. The Kaiser quit and imminent war
was thus averted.

You remember the Balkan troubles of 1912, where the peuce
of the world was preserved by the establishment of the con-
ference of London, at which free discussion was had and the
threatened war averted—I should say delayed, for it finally came
and has just ended. Who would dare doubt if delay and con-
ference could have been had in the fateful month of July,
1914, that the late war could have been aveided? The civilized
world was asking for delay, for conference, for discussion. No
machinery existed to obtain either delay or disecussion. ' France
protested ; England tried to persuade ; RRussia made ignominious
concessions, all to no avail. The Kaiser knew that delay was
fatal to the aggressor, and he turned loose the dogs of war,

Under old-time and present conditions war follows the failure
of diplomacy in all serious controversies between nations. Un-
der the league, when diplomacy fails, resort to arbitration is
had, and that means delay and cooling time and return of rea-
son, which secures peace in ninety-nine cases out of every one
hundred. If arbitration is not resorted to, the case goes to
inquiry before the council of the league for deeision, which
equally secures delay and enthrones reason in the place that
passion had usurped, and thus equally tends to peace. The
covenant of the league sets forth the modus operandi so plainly
that no objection has thus far been urged against it on this
floor or elsewhere, so far as I have heard.

Mr. President, the human mind is still an enigma; it can not
be analyzed or comprehended. It can become so great under
influences, so small under the persuasion of prejudice,
fanaticism, selfishness, envy, malice, and even under the hope of
political party success, that the normal man, in normal condi-
tion, stands filled with amazement and wonder before this in-
explicable paradox. What a fruitful study, as far as example is
concerned, this phenomenon offers in the present membership of
the Senate. When brutal warfare was driving its plowshare
through creation, when we entered it with the declaration that
its end must be the end of future war, when we declared that a
league insuring peace should result, the leaders of the present op-
position consented by their silence that such league should be
established. Some of those leaders then were earnest advocates
of a league, who are now leading the opposition against this
league, but offer no substitute for it. Amendments suggested
by them to the President on his short return in Mareh, such as
the greater protection of the Monroe doectrine and the right to
withdraw from obligations, were inserted by the President on his
return to France. He met the unnecessary objections raised
then, but no sooner had he done that than we began to hear of the
unconstitutional provisions of the league—that it took from Con-
gress the power to declare what tariff taxes should be coliected,
or at least affected seriously the constitutionai powers of Con-
gress in that regard; that in certain emergencies it took from
Congress its constitutional power to limit and control appropria-
tions on the happenings of certain fancied events which might
occur under the covenants eontained in the treaty. What wet
nurses of the Constitution these great fault-finding leaders have
recently become. These declarations of the unconstitutional
covenants of the league would be as laughable as they are silly
except for the stupendous tragedy involved in the defeat, under
false pretense, of the beneficent hapes held out ta us and the eager
expectant world in its guaranties and mutual, sincere, and
unselfish promises to make the world a better home for all the
sons and daughters of men.

The great mass of genunine patriotic American citizens revere
the Constitution as the palladium of their liberties, as well as
the source of our marvelous. prosperity and power, To the
unread and busy of this noble class the disingenuous appeal
goes forth to defeat, or amend, or qualify this great document,
this covenant of peace, fresh from the hands, as I have sajd, of
the biggest, broadest, and best men that could be chosen: from
the leading nations of the earth, because they say it violates
the Constitution. Would to God that everyone to whom this
prejudicial, yet grounddess, appeal is made could be furnished
with the illuminating and unanswerable speech of the Senator
from Montana [Mr. Warsa], in which he demonstrates beyond
the doubt of an honest lam er that nowhere does this treaty
affect the Constitution further than the great majority of our
treaties have affected it, and as.this treaty in the same degree
will affect it to the end of {ime, The Constitution makes a duly
ratified treaty the supreme law of the land, The Constitution
makes laws passed in pursuance of the instrument likewise the
supreme law of the land. An act of Congress can nullify a
treaty. A treaty can repeal an existing law. This was held
by the Supreme Court directly in Whitney against Robinson,
124 Supreme Court Reports, and in too many other eases hus
it been so held to admit controversy now,

Why all this clamor about a treaty amending our organic law?
Why all this vociferous exaggeration about this covenant chang-
ing our form of government? Why this desperate delusion of
a supersovereignty being erected on the ruin of our revered Con-
stitution? A super-State, a supreme sovereignty! What is
meant by such declamatory eatchwords? Do Senators think
they are fooling anybody by constant reiteration of them? A
super-State, indeed! Without a citizen or subject, with no
local habitation or a name, no geography, no army or navy,
no treasury, no power to declare war or levy taxes. And yet such
is the scarecrow of a super-State that political prejudice or per-
sonal hate is holding up to the frightened gaze of those who are
ofttimes willing victims of this miserable cheap political camou-
flage.

Mr. President, guaranteeing other nations against external in-
vasion is no new experience with us. 'The Monroe doctrine, to
the preservation of which such useless and fervid appeal has
been made of late, is itself a striking example. I say wseless
appeal for the reason that the Monroe doctrine is not now, and
never has been, in jeopardy by reason of any provision in the
covenant. Is the Monroe doctrine violative of the eonstitutional
power of Congress to declare war? It simply warns the world
that Congress will declare war if the doetrine is questioned by
assault of any transoceanic nation. The Monroe doetrine would
be a silly threat if the world doubted that Congress would, when
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occasion arose, raise armies and pay bills in its maintenance
and support. The world knows Congress has said so. Congress
always has and always will keep faith with the treaties we make,
but the whole diplomatic world knows that Congress has the
power to refuse supplies whenever it shall go determine, and every
treaty made with us is executed in the light of this knowledge.

The House of Representatives did refuse in the Jay treaty
to make the necessary appropriation to earry out its terms, but
subsequently revoked this action and the treaty survived. But
let it be known that political influence was at work then, as it is
now, in opposition to the treaty, and it failed then as it will fail
now in carrying out its unreasonable and unholy purpose to
defeat the covenant now under consideration.

The same question arose in the Louisiana Purchase, on the
question of paying the stipulated price of $15,000,000, with the
same result in the House. It is true that the then political par-
ties reversed face on their former positions between the treaty
of 1796 and the treaty of 1803. The plain, outstanding fact re-
mains now as it existed then, to wit, no treaty can declare
war, raise taxes, intrude on the constituﬂonﬁl prerogatives of
Congress, or hinder in any way—except by moral restraint—the
full exercise of its secured functions. It is of no consequence
that the treaty deals with a subject on which Congress has
power to legislate. As shown by the Senator from Montana in
his great speech, to which I have made former reference, that
the theory that the treaty-making power does not extend to any
subject with reference to which power is invested in Congress
has been long ago exploded, if, in faet, it was ever seriously
maintained, and he eites so many striking examples, interwoven
with argument so luecid and convineing, that no repetition of the
history is necessary.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Arizona yield
to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. I yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I wish to ask permission of the Senator from
Arizoua to interrupt him to remind him of a matter that is in
keeping with the argument he has just made. The Republicans
have seriously contended, or serio-comically contended, rather,
that this couniry had no right to agree to guarantee the terri-
torinl integrity or the independence of any other part of the
world, because that action conld not bind future Congresses, and
they have contended that it was unconstitutional to agree before-
hand to defend the possessions of other countries. I wish to
call the attention of the Senator from Arizona to the fact, which
he well remembers, that the first treaty ever entered into by this
country, made under the Continental Congress and afterwards
confirmed under the Constitution, was a solemn promise upon
the part of the Unifed States to defend France in her West Indies
possessions, That freaty, it is true, was afterwards violated, or
breached, rather, under the administration of George Washing-
ton, but the treaty was solemnly made under the Continental
Congresg, golemnnly confirmed under the Constitution, and recog-
nized by the United States, By it we undertook to preserve and
defend France in her sovereignty and possession of the West
Indies Islands. When the time came under George Washington
evervhady admitted that if we had to go to war to do it, Con-
gress would have to declare war; but, as neither Congress nor
Washington wanted to do that, neither one of them did it.

Mr. BORAH. That shows the beauty of making the treaty.

My, SMITH of Arizona. I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for his illuminating interruption.

But for mere hasty example let me briefly recapitulate. The
Constitution gives Congress power over foreign commerce, yet
we have entered into many commercial freaties affecting that
commerce without objection ever being raised. Congress iz given
power to lay and collect duties, yet by the Louisiana Purchase
treaty the ships of France and Spain entering ceded ports should
pay no duty on cargoes. The same principle is found in our
treaty with Cuba. This is “meddling with the tariff,” yet the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [ Mr. LopGe], who objects to this league
on that account, voted without comment for the Cuban treaty.
But the tariff is a purely domestic question, and with all other
such questions is expressly excluded from league jurisdiction.

Congress has power to raise and support armies and to pro-
vide and maintain a navy. Yet we entered into a treaty with
Great Britain—and for a hundred years have observed it—limit-
ing the number of armed vessels on the Great Lakes, Congress
has power to make laws naturalizing aliens. Yet by treaty with

Spaln, on the purchase of Florida, the inhabitants of that terri-
tory were made citizens of the United States, as was also done by
the treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo with Mexico, yet no one ever eon-
tended that the Constitution of the United States wasbeing inter-
fered with by thus ereating citizens of the United Stateshy treaty:

Congress has power to make rules and regulations respecting
the property of the United States. The Panama Canal is the
property and the zone the territory of the United States. As to
how we acquired it it is well to say as little as possible, but a set-
tlement of tolls by treaty was never assniled on the ground of its
interference with congressional power. TFurther investigation,
no doubt, would multiply instances showing that a subject is
not beyond-the treaty-making power only because it lies within
some powers granted to Congress by the Constitution.

Further investigation no doubt will multiply these cases enor-
mously, and they will continue to multiply as we negotiate other
treaties with the peoples of the world.

So it follows that merely because the treaty involves some-
thing that Congress has power to do, it does not necessarily
interfere with either the powers of Congress or the treaty-mak-
ing powers.

Why, then, this persistent assault on article. 10 of this cove-
nant and the loud declamation against its constitutionality. We
did make alliances with other nations before the Constitution
was adopted, and that instrument nowhere modifies that right,
but confirms it in the treaty-making power. And if ihe Constitu-
tion had been utterly silent on the question, who dares doubt
that alliances could be made, would of necessity have to be
made, with other powers under the inherent right of an inde-
pendent sovereignty? Section 10 of the covenant is the very
heart of the league of nations and promises the only force-
ful safeguard in carrying out the purpose of preserving the
world peace by using the common, mutual force of the world,
if necessary, to discipline and punish a willfully recalcitrant
nation that violates the universal Monroe doctrine estab-
lished by the agreements and covenants of the league. Our
Monroe doctrine is excluded eo nomine from the jurisdiction of
the league, but this even does not satisfy microscopical eriticism.

The league in terms declarves that * regional questions” *= * *
“like the Monroe doctrine ™ shall not be subjected to leazue
domination or to gquestion at all.

Mr. President, if the Monroe docirine had never been pro-
mulgated, if it had never been heard of or thought of, it would
nevertheless have been fully proftected in earrying out the de-
clared guaranties of this treaty. Buf, be that as it may, there
remains still the fact that article 10 6f the covenant, neither in
terms nor by any reasonable implication, violates or attempts fo
violate nor could it violate any provision of the Constitution,
nor does it take from Congress or attempt fo take from it, nor
could it take from it, any power or right granted to Congress
under the Constitution.

Article 10 of the league is in the following words :

“The members of the league undertake to respect and pre-
serve as against erternal aggression the territorial integrity -
and existing political independence of all members of the
league. In case of any such aggression, or in case of any
threat or danger of such aggression, the council shall advise
upon the means by which this obligation shall be fulfilled.”

This undoubtedly binds us, in common with all the other 30
signatories of the treaty, to wage war, if necessary, against an
obdurate recaleitrant nation violating the peace of the world.
But we have not hesitated heretofore, by treaty—and in o much
less worthy cause—to assume an obligation of war.

When the distinguished Senator from Pennsylvanla [Mr.
Kxox] was Attorney General, under the Roosevelt administra-
tion, a treaty was negotiated with Panama, which bound us
under certain conditions to go to war with any nation offending
the treaty stipnlation. He was acting the role of n statesman
then, and never dreamed that under the treaty-making power he
was offending in any way the Constitution of the United States.
The first clause of that treaty is in these significant words;

“The United States guarantees and will maintain the inde-
pendence of the Republic of Panama.”

That bond of ours was a direct defiant declaration of war in
advance against any and all nations daring to interfere withor de-
stroy the independence of this little, home-made Republic of ours.

Where is Roderick now? This same justly distinguished man,
now Senator from Pennsylvania, introduced a resolution in the
Senate wherein, among other things, he requests the Senate to

“The Constitution provides the only way it can be
amended.” * * *—that is absolutely new and illuminating—
“the treaty-making power has no authority to make a treaty °
whieh in effect amends the Constifution.”

It could not if it tried.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The couris would declare it invalid.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. It would be invalid if it tried: but
he said it had no power to make a treaty which in effect amends
the Constitution.
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“And the Senate can not consent to any treaty provision which
would have such effect if enfo S

IJiSteﬂ—

*If enforced.”

If it was not constitutional in the first instance, how in the
name of conscience could the fact of enforcement have anything
to do with that question?

This plainly referred to the obligation of the covenant that we,
with all other signatories to it; would go to war in certain speci-
fied contingencies.

In answer I submit his own treaty with Panama, by the terms
of which he bound the United States, on certain contingencies,
to go to war, which “if enforced” would have been unconstitu-
tional. T can not see how enforcement, as I said before, would
make it unconstitutional if it was not already so. It has been
called to our attention that the Senator from Pennsylvania no-
where in his resolution nor in his speech before this body in advo-
cacy of it unequivoeally committed himself to the view that the
treaty-making power is not sufficiently broad towarranta conven-
tion or covenant obligating the Nation to make war presently or
upon a future contingency, yei the carelessor casual reader would
receive from the speech and the resolution the impression that the
very distinguished Senator from Pennsylvania had announced
that doetrine. I do not think he will proclaim it as his view of
the full scope of the treaty-making powcer. We all know that no
treaty or any law can amend or alter any provision of the Consti-
tution. The debates and press reports on the Panama treaty
nowhere discloses any criticism of the treaty-making power to
hind our country to make war, if need be, for the protection of
Panama independence. Members now living and still serving
here, and some of whom are vehemently assailing as unconstitu-
tional the possible war provision hidden in article 10 of this
covenant, voted without protest for the war covenant in the
Panama treaty. The present Senators who thus voted are
Longe, McCuMBER, NELSON, PENROSE, SyooT, and WARREN. Not
a word of protest came from them. There was a declaration of
war, if need be. It was perfectly constitutional then, but there
was no political campaign on in connection with the President
two years ahead.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It was a promise to make war.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona, It was a declaration of war in ad-
vance, just as the Monroe doetrine has always heen.

Agzain in 1846, when Webster, Benton, and Calhoun were Mem-
bers of the Senate, the United States made a treaty, as we all
know, with New Granada. No constitutional objection was
raised then against that treaty, which contained, among many
covenants, the following:

“The United States gnarantees positively and efficaciously "—

Note the binding and earth-challenging force of the words—
“ to New Granada the perfect neutrality of the Isthmus * * =
the United States also guarantees in the same manner the rights
of sovereignty and property which New Granada has and pos-
sesses over the said territory.”

That guaranty positively meant war if trespass occurred on
the rights of Granada. Time and time again such guaranties
have been given by us in treaty stipulations, to be met now for
the first time by @ challenge of the power thus exercised. In
the light of present circumstances this challenge is quite signifi-
cant. I refrain from any reference to newspaper caution
for us to be certain to preserve the Monroe doctrine, save our
rights to pass on questions of immigration—* for God’s sake
do not take from Congress the power to tax imports,” and
other like rot from the pen of that profound lawyer, that
international authority, that expounder of the Constitution,
Mr, Hays, who happens just now to be the political chairman of
the Republican national political committee, chosen for that place
rather for his political sagaeity than for his erudition in broader
and more important fields of human endeavor, I will pause long
cnough to express my profound disappointment that this great
world erisis and our connection as the leading Nation with
it should be degraded to the low level thaf debates occupy
in party political contests. Coming from this side of the Cham-
ber or from that, the man who views this question from the
standpoint of party success, who subrogates the question of the
peace of our country and the betterment of the world to party
success at the polls, betrays a lack of concern in the great re-
spoisibility that our position here imposes.

. Every eriticism of the league made on this floor and elsewhere

is based on the postulate that all the burdens imposed under
its terms are to be borne by us alone. All imagined injustice
lurking in it is to be visited on us alone. One moment's con-

sideration of the mutuality of the covenant—that each must
bear his part in what is done and each must refrain from doing
prohibited things—would greatly relieve much of the fear ex-
pressed for our safety and the preservation of our rights under it.

Whatever we have to do, England and France and Italy and
Japan and some 30 other nations are also bound to do: and
every one who joins the league will likewise become bound mu-
tually to do with us the same things exactly. All being obli-
gated to same results, it follows that there is not one chance in
one hundred that much will be required, and not one in a thou-
sand that resort to arms will be necessary. Therein lies both
the virtue and force of the whole scheme.

These nations have not joined in a conspiracy to rob or ruin
any one of its members. Any nation fulfilling its obligation
can withdraw from the league on two years' notice being given.
This surely gives every protection to us if, indeed, we shall ever
stand in need of it. Xach nation acting as it is presumed it will
act—in perfect good faith—will itself decide the question
whether it has performed its obligations in giving notice of
withdrawal. Of course, this interpretation carries with it the
possible withdrawal to the point of dissolution, yet if this should
occur the world would be in no worse attitude—nor in as bad a
condition—as it is to-day. :

Looking at the world as it is—the attitude of its nations and
tongues, with consequent frictions, of changes in relationship—
can you imagine a worse condition? If this treaty is not ratified,
what will be the result? I refuse to contemplate the catastrophe
further than to mention the future IRluss-German alliance, with
its possible consequences, destruction of Poland and the Czecho-
Slavie State, domination of the Balkan Peninsula, inevitable
war between dominated Europe and the United States. We
do not know how long it will be. Nothing being done now, it
is as inevitable as the last was, without some machinery to
settle difficulties in advance. Remember, Germany is not
whipped as it should have been. Do not forget the President
of that nominal Republic c¢alls himself the President of the
German Empire, Keep in mind that the Germany of to-day
has not lost its power or purpose of intrigue and allinnce
beneficial to its commerce and kultur and its force of arms.

Influenced by no fear of all this, but conscious of its possible
consequences, is it not the provinee of good sense for us to pro-
vide against it all by making it forever impossible? Why risk
a deluge of blood when we can stop it at its very source by this
bond of peace?

Mr. President, nothing surprises me more than the baseless
assertion that the league of nations, as agreed upon by some
30 nations of the earth, interferes in the remotest way in our
immigration 6r taviff matters or other internationally recog-
nized domestic concerns. Our domestic concerns are and always
have been recognized by international law. Why demand now
more specific application in the operations of the league? Why
should it be made the basis of the covenant? The Supreme
Court decided in Nishimura versus United States, involving the
deportation of a Japanese woman, that:

“ It is an accepted maximum of international law that every
sovereign nation has the power as inherent in sovereignty and
essential to self-preservation to forbid the entrance of for-
eigners within its dominions or to admit them only in such
cases and upon such conditions as it nlay see fit to prescribe.”

That being the recognized law of nations, the purposes of
this league are certainly not to interfere with the recognized
international law.

Import duties are just as completely within onr sovereign
jurisdiction, and to hold otherwise would take away the inde-
pendence of the Nation. If these are accepted maxims of inter-
national law, why is it thought necessary to amend the covenant
to specifically include Immigration and tariff? It is impossible
in the league to specifieally include subjects already excluded
in general terms. All other nations are as deeply interested as
we are in preserving their sovereignty. Would France or
England or Italy submit their domestic concerns to the decision
of a league tribunal or place before it for decision thelr right to
regulate immigration? For purpose of illustration, let us as-
sume the impossible hypothesis, as cited by Mr. Taft, that the
council would unanimously recommend that we admit Japanese
citizens to our shores without restrictions; what wonld happen
under the terms of article 15 of the league? We do not cove-
nant to comply with the recommendation, nor are the other
members of the league under any obligation to enforece it. Japan
then might make war on us to compel the admission of her citi-
zens to our shores. She can do that now without a league.

It is enough to say that if we should stop to make limita-
tions or amendments or specify every domestic concern in
order to keep the league of nations from interfering with it,
this ireaty, instead of being 240 or 250 pages long, would be
extended to 8.000 pages.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Besldes that, human nature not being in-
fallible, we would have omitted a few and they would have been
left out.
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Mr. SMITH of Arizona. That is true. We might have
omitted some, and then another treaty would be required.

Mr. President, 1 have attempted to make it clear—

First, that this league of nations part of the tfreaty in no sense
invades, assails, or limits the full sovereignty of the United
,States any more than any other of the many treaties Iimits it.
.All assertion to the contrary amounts only to charges against
the treaty-making power as set forth in the Constitution itself,
- Second, that the Monroe doctrine is -eo nomine exeluded
from any jurisdiction of the league; that any amendment or
reservation attempting to make this faet plainer or clearer is
utterly useless. Exactly the same conditions arise in any effort
by any power to override the Monree doctrine as I have sianted
in the case of Japan attempting to force her nationals on us.

Third, that article 10 does not encreach on the power of Con-
gress in any way whatever. Under that article, as without it,
Congress can and will assess and collect taxes and expend the
money thus derived. Congress alone can raise and equip
armies. Congress alone can declare war. The existence or non-
existence of article 10 has no effect whatever on the power of
Congress. '

Fourth, that under the leugue, as freely as without it, our im-
migration laws, tariff impositions, voting qualifications, and all
other purely dowmestic guestions are unaffected.

These facts being manifest, in good faith I ask you opponents
of the league of nations, why not quit trying te scare the people
with these specters and hobgoblins seurrying among the rnins
.of our once glorious Constifution and meet the question fairly
jon the ground of policy? Is it better for the United States and
jfor the peace of the world that we ratify this treaty just as it
1is? 1, for one, am fully convinced that it is far better that it
be so ratified and as early as possible. 1 shall attempt to give
reasous for this conclusion before I tnke my seat.

Mr. President, the general unanimity of opposition to the
league on the other side, with the variety of eoutradictery
reasons for each position taken, would lead the normal thinking
mind to conclude that a fixed, settled purpose to defeat it had
been previously agreed upon. In the light of what has trans-
‘pired and is new happening, I wonder what would have resulted
if the President had submitted the league to these Senators
and abided their conclusion before a¢tion at the conference table
'in Paris. He would have been there yet. While Senator Kxox
was preserving the Constitution from amendment by treaty
stipulation ; while Senator REEp was preserving the supremacy
of the white race in world affairs from the wiles of the sagacious
Senegambian armed and equipped twith this peace treaty to
discomfit by his ballot those white nations he could not destroy
by lis cunning; while Senator SHErMAx was broeding over a
deep conspiraey lurking in this same league whereby the Pope
of Rome is to become in turn the conqueror of the Senegambian
and supreme ruler of the nations of the earth; while Senator
Lobcr was protecting, if need be with his blood, the Monroe doe-
trine from assaults that never had been nor ever would be
made—and while all the balance; each with his groundless objec-
[tions to this or that part of a section or line of the treaty—
the President would have stood as helpless before this babel
as Japan stood before the conferenee trying te change the im-
ymigration laws of England and America. He evidently would
“have had as much trouble with thirty-odd Senators over mere
‘quibbles as he had with thirty-odd nations over questions of
supreme national and international importanee.

Having performed his great duty under the Censtitution with
rare judgment, tact, patience, and statesmanship, he submits the
‘result of those labors, the best under the varied and

trying
circumstances that could be obtained, and asks your indorse-

ment. Do you not, every one of you, really feel that the great
effort to secure the peace of the world is worth trying out?
Having performed all our obligations under the treaty, we
can withdraw from the league by giving a short two years’
‘notice. What greater protection could you desire? We will
.be the sole judges as to whether we have performed our duty.
I have before adverted to this, but I wish to put particular em-
\phasis on this point again. The guestion was raised on the
ifloor Iast week by the Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borawm], one of
the few logical opponents of the covenant, in his comments on
the position taken by Senator Swaxsox on this right of with-
drawal on two years’ notice. It was pertinently asked, Who
is to be the judge as to whether, on giving due notice, we have
performed our obligations? Clearly we are left the only judge
of that question, and from our decision there can be no appeal.
If the decision of that question was intended to be left to the
couneil it would have been so stated. We were all dealing in
good faith, and each signatory representing the sovereignty of

his nation did not consent and would not have consented that |

the performance of duty by a sovereign Stafe as that State saw

its duty should be subjected to the judgment or decision of any
other State or any number of them. The question of perform-
ance or nonperformance of a duty or obligation by any sover-
eignty, when no contrary binding provision is expressly stated
in the stipulation, remains wholly with the sovereignty. Rights
or powers of sovereignty can not be limited by implication.

If any other course had been intended, as I said before, it
would have been stated in unmistakable terms.

It matters not how many vetes the council er the assembly
may contain so long as the treafy requires a unanimous vete to
enter & war, or establish a bloekade, or Institute a commereial
boyeott. Tn all such cases the decision of our entering the fray
rests with us. In every great respounsible question this re-
quirement of a unanimous vete lenves our action in eur own
hands for our own determination; and this right. when freely
exercised, can bring no dishonor on our name or subject us to
any just criticism by iny member or members of the league.

This, with our further right to withdraw from the league
on two years' notice, is sufficient guarantee against any possible
harm to us or our institutions to allay—yes, to remove—all fear
of any man, however timid, provided that he is also decently
honest. In other words, every grave, important step is hedged
about by a unanimous vote, and the withdrawal elanse ean
intervene to prevent any action detrimental to us.

There is no guestion of our right te withdraw from the league
on giving the two years’ required notice and on our perform-
anee of all obligatiens as we see them and judge them foi
ourselves, :

I repeat, Mr. President, ean we not, in the presence of all
these protective provisions, afford to go at slight expense hand
in hand with the balanee of the world a little distance in help-
ing them, and they helping us, te stop useless bloodshed and eruel
wars amongst us all? God give us the light to see onr duty aml
the heart to perform it. 3 A

Ar. President, T think I am—TI know I try to be—a very gentle
Judge of other men's motives and conduet; yet I ean not sup-
press the expression of my deubt of the superior Americanism
of certain opponents of this league just because, and only be-
cause, they themselves assert it. We who are trying to make
securc the peace of the world love America just as mueh and
have within us just as much Americanism as these trueulent
souls who would bathe her face in blood every morning. We are
Amerieans just the same, but we must carvefully distinguish be-
tween the desire for peace which springs from a timid goul seek-
ing personal safety and that of a stout heart seeking the way
of righteousness. This thought brings with it fo my mind the late
President Rooesevelt and the part he is made to play in opposing
this league of nations. When alive nobody dared speak for him;
when dead, anybody ean who will. Some tell us exactly what
he thought of a league of natiens that never appeared until long
after his death. I prefer to take what Roosevelt said of his
own position on a league of nations rather than words put in
his cold, dead lips by any man whatever. No one doubted the
Americanism of this great human dynamo. Let us ask him
what he thought of a league to prevent war and let us take his
answer from his own pen. He with all his fighting instinets de-
lighted to be known as a peaeemaker, as he in fact was, and for
his services as such in 1910 he was awarded the Nobel peace
prize, and in acknowledgment of that hogmr said:

“It would be a master stroke if those great powers hon-
estly bent on peace would form a league of peace, not only to
keep the peace among themselves, but to prevent, by force,
if necessary, its being broken by others.”

He did not seem to be afraid of the constitutionality of that
part of It, -

“ The supreme difliculty in eonnection with developing the
peace work of The Hague arises from the lack of any execu- -
tive power, of any police power, to enforce the decrees of the
eourts.”

In October, 1914, after the outbreak of this very war, Col.
Roosevelt published an article in which he said:

“The one permanent move for obtaining peace which has
yvet been suggested, with any reasonable chance of attaining
its object, is by an agreement among the great powers, in
which each should pledge itself not only to abide by the deci-
sions of o common tribunal but to back with foree the deci-
sion of that common tribunal. The great civilized nations of
the world which do possess force, actual or immediately
potential, should combine by solemn agreement in a great
world league for the peace of righteousness, * * =# :

“They should furthermore agree not only to abide, each of
them, by the decision of the court, but all of them to unite
with thelr military forces to enforce the decree of the court
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as against any recaleitrant member. Under these circum-
stances it would be possible to agree on a limitation of arma-
ments that would be real and effective.”

Can you Senators see any fear in that heart of any provi-
sion contained in article 10 of this treaty? The following year
appeared his book “America and the World War,” from which
these passages are quoted:

“T earnestly hope that we shall ourselves become one of
the joint guarantors of world peace under such a plan as
that I in this book outline, and that we shall hold ourselves
ready and willing to act as a member of the international
posse comitatus to enforce the peace of righteousness as
against any offender, big or small. * * *# International
peace will only come when the nations of the world form
some kind of leagne * * # which puts the collective
foree of civilization behind such treaties and against any
wrongdoing or recalcitrant nation. * , % *

“The prime necessity is that all the great nations should
agree in good faith to use their combined warlike strength
to coerce any nation, whichever one it may be, that declines
to abide the decision of some competent international tri-
bunal.”

As careful search as I have had time to make fails to re-
veal any change in Col. Roosevell’s views as above cited.
And I think it safer for those who followed him to take what
he said when alive as showing his attitude rather than what
some one says he would say or should say or might say if he
were now living. Let no one who loved, believed in, and fol-
lowed Roosevelt balk at the alleged dangers lurking in this
treaty when he, living, championed a league much more virile
along the lines to which objection is now raised.

As suggested by Mr. Morefield Story, in a communication to
me and other Senators:

“After months of negotiation their treaty is before us. No
nation and no man made it or could make it. In all probability
it satisfies no one, but it is the best result on which the nations
could unite. Every negotiator has yielded something. Every-
one can suggest changes which, in his judgment, would be im-
provements. Anyone can imagine dlsasters that may occur
notwithstanding the treaty, or perhaps beeause of it, but it is
not within the power of any man or any body of men to draw a
treaty which no one ecan criticize, or which will insure perfect
results in an imperfect world. The Senate of the United
States can not make a new treaty, and if it refuses to ratify this
one the only result must be new negotiations, sure to end in
upthing that will satisfy everybody, and equally sure to be
attended with ill-feeling and suspicion, which can hardly fail
to leave behind them a dangerous international atmosphere.”

Just for a moment think of the world being left as the war
found it or of its being left as it now is; the preparedness neces-
sary to meet the sure oncoming cataclysm; the explosives, the
poisonous gases, the forts, guns, and ships; the airplanes and
subinarines, the countless men in standing armies, and the enor-
mous fleets fretting the water of every sea; the pathways of
the ocean sown with submerged batteries, involve such an ex-
pense of money and life that it is simply appalling. In view of
this, what must be the condition of this country before the
world—this country, which claimed to have entered the war
for no selfish interests—if it now refuses to unite with other
civilized nations in taking the little step toward better things
to which the treaty commits us and them alike? It would be a
shameful betrayal of civilization at the greatest erisis in history.

The treaty should be ratified as it stands. If it needs amend-
ments, these amendments can be made hereafter, and are far
more likely to be made if we have shown toward our Allies
confidence and good will by agreeing to the mutual compact
than if we now show suspicion of their honesty and exhibit a
seltish disregard of every interest but our own.

As late as this last week all the objectors and amenders and
reservationists have at last found a common ground of attack
on the league of peace, by peason of what some of you have
been pleased to call the rape of China; that having occurred,
as alleged, through certain alleged concessions granted tempo-
rarily to Japan in Manchuria. The protection of the Constitu-
tion, the Monroe doctrine, immigration, and the sacred tariff
were nll forgetten or abandoned in order to save China. The
tears, the sereams of pain forced from lacerated hearts on that
side of the Chamber must have an awful effect on the emotion
of the gallery—for whom the show was designed—but those of
us on the floor, with millions of others outside, who remember
the serene faces of these actors, and their docile acquiescence
when great Germany took this same country from helpless
China, with greater detriment to the United States, will be
perdoned if we refuse to dance to such music and keep our eyes

dry in this deluge of crocodile tears. I do not like that conces-
sion to Japan ; none of us like any concession.

I do not see how it could have been avoided. I was struck
with—and I am sorry that every Senator did not hear—the argu-
ment yesterday on that particular question made by the Senator
from ‘Arkansas [Mr, RoBiyson], who has put a light upon it
that at least soothes some of the lacerated hearts and probably
cools somewhat the feverish imagination of some of our sym-
pathetic friends on the other side of the Chamber, |

As I said, I do not like that concession to Japan, but what more
could have been done in the surrounding facts and circumstances
than was done? We who permitted Germany, without protest,
to seize this Chinese territory are in poor position to guestion
the right of Japan who took it from Germany—from Germany,
mind you, not from China—by force of arms. o

Yet Senator LopgeE does not want to see his country’s name
affixed to such a document. Strange he did not want his own
name affixed to any.protest against the far greater outrage
by Germany on the possessions of China. Japan seized the
country and concessions made to Germany by conquest. She
held it under that title. She had as much right to it as Ger-
many ever had. Her possession was less detrimental to us
than Germany’s possession had been. Then why these tears?
Japan will keep her word with China and with the league.
Without the league, in what better fix would China find herself?
No need to pursue the inquiry. You all know the league does
no avoidable injury to China. We all deplore the conditions,
and can all see that the best possible results have been ob-
tained. In the language of the street, “quit your kicking."
I advise some of our friends to quit kicking and decide this
question on the policy whether it is right or wrong.

Mr. President, I have spoken too long, but can not close with-
out submitting some comments made by the able correspondent,
Mr. Edward Price Bell, after hearing from the press gallery the
speech last made by President Wilson before this body :

“ President Wilson said all the nations of tl{iz world are
crying out to their leaders to stop wars. It is so. He said
fleets and armies, made by peoples in the hope of peace, have
proved a lie. Who will dispute it? He is in favor of ‘ utterly
destroying* the old order of international politics. Who that
has read history or has a memory will not agree? ‘Terror
lies concealed in every balance of power.) Yes; terror, war,
an imminent universal maelstrom of anarchy and blood. ‘Civi-
lization's united power must put a stop to aggression and give
the world peace.” Yes; unless the world is to Decome a synonym
for crimson chaos. =

“We are liked in the world now, said Mr, Wilson. So we are -
liked for that in us which is good. Our position is one of unim-
peachable primacy, Not in all history has any other nation
been so elevated, so honored, so blessed, so burdened with a
moral responsibility unescapable. Wide as our prosperous
acres, deep as our mines, great as our industries, impressive
as our genius and wealth is our duty. *‘Our career has been
one of service, not exploitation.” Undoubtedly. *‘The light
streams on the path ahead and nowhere else’ T can see it
nowhere else. ‘The league of nations is the only hope for man-
kind. Dare we reject it and break the heart of the world?’
My reply would be that we shall not reject it and break the
heart of the world if American leaders are fit to live in the
same country with the American people.”

AMERICAN TROOPS IN SIBERIA (8. DOC. NO. 60).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was read,
and, with the accompanying paper, ordered to lie on the table
and to be printed.

TaHE WHITE Hotrse,
Washington, 22 July, 1919.
The PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE.

Sir: For the information of the Senate, and in response to the
resolution adopted June 23, 1919, requesting the President to
inform the Senate, if not incompatible with the public interest,
of the reasons for sending United States soldiers to Siberia, the
duties that are to be performed by these soldiers, how long they
are to remain, and generally to advise the Senate of the policy
of the United States Government in respect to Siberia and the
maintenance of United States soldiers there, I have the honor to
say that the decision to send American troops to Siberia was an-
nounced to the press on August 5, 1918, in a statement from the
Acting Secretary of State, of which a copy is enclosed.

This measure was taken in conjunction with Japan and in
concert of purpose with the other allied powers, first of all to
save the Czecho-Slovak armies, which were threatened with
destruction by hostile armies apparently organized by and often
largely composed of enemy prisoners of war. The second pur-
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pose in view was to steady any efforts of the Russians at self-
defense, or the establishment of law and order in which they
might be willing to accept assistance.

Two regiments of infantry, with auxiliary troops—about 8,000
effectives—comprising a total of approximately 10,000 men, were
sent under the command of Major General Wﬂliam S. Graves,
The troops began to arrive at Vladivostok in September, 1918.
Considerably larger forces were dispatched by Japan at about
the same time, and much smaller forces by others of the allied
powers. The net result was the successful reunion of the sepa-
rated Czecho-Slovak armies and the substantial elimination in
eastern Siberia of the active efforts of enemy prisoners of war.
A period of relative quiet then ensued.

In February, 1919, as a conclusion of negotiations begun early
in the summer of 1918. the United States accepted a plan pro-
posed by Japan for the supervision of the Siberian railways by
an international committee, under which committee Mr. John F.
Stevens would assume the operation of the Russian Railway
Service Corps. In this connection it is to be recalled that Mr.
John F. Stevens, in response to a request of the provisional gov-
ernment of Russia, went to Russia in the spring of 1917. A few
months later he was made official adviser to the minister of
ways of communiecation at Petrograd under the provisional gov-
ernment. At the request of the provisional government, and
with the support of Mr. John I, Stevens, there was organized the
so-called Russian Railway Service Corps, composed of American
engineers. As originally organized, the personnel of this corps
constituted 14 skeleton division units as known in this country,
the idea being that these skeleton units would serve as practical
advisers and assistants on 14 different sections of the Siberian
Railway and assist the Russians by their knowledge of long-haul
problems as known in this country, and which are the rule and
not the exceptions in Siberia,

Owing to the Bolshevik uprising and the general chaotic con-
ditions, neither Mr. Stevens nor the Russian Railway Service
Corps was able to begin work in Siberia until March, 1918. They
have been able to operate effectively only since the railway plan
was adopted in February, 1919.

The most recent report from Mr. Stevens shows that on parts
of the Chinese-Eastern and Trans-Baikal Railway he is now
running six trains a day each way, while only a little while
ago they were only able to run that many trains a week.

In accepting the railway plan it was provided that some pro-
tection should be given by the allied forces. Mr. Stevens
stated frankly that he would not undertake the arduous task
before him unless he could rely upon support from American
troops in an emergency. Accordingly, as provided in the
railway plan and with the approval of the interallied committee,
the military commanders in Siberia have established troops
whiere it is necessary to maintain order at different parts of
the line. The American forces under Gen. Graves are under-
stood to be protecting parts of the line near Vladivostok, and
also on the section around Verchne Udinsk. There is also
understood to be a small body of American troops at Harbin.
The exact location from time fo time of American troops is,
however, subject to change by the direction of Gen. Graves.

The instructions to Gen. Graves direct him not to interfere
in Russian affairs, but to support Mr. Stevens wherever neces-
sary. The Siberian Railway is not only the main artery for
transportation in Siberia, but is the only open access to Euro-
pean Russia to-day. The population of Siberia, swhose re-

- sources have been almost exhausted by the long years of war

and the chaotic conditions which have existed there, can be
protected from a further period of chaos and anarchy only by
the restoration and maintenance of traffic on the Siberian
Railway.

Partisan bands under leaders having no settled connection
with any organized government, and bands under leaders
whose allegiance to any settled authority is apparently tem-
porary and transitory, are constantly menacing the operation
of the railway and the safety of its permanent structures.

The situation of the people of Siberia meantime is that they
have no shoes or warm clothing; they, are pleading for agricul-
tural machinery and for many of the simpler articles of com-
merce upon which their own domestic economy depends and which
are necessary to fruitful and productive industry among them.
Having contributed their quota to the Russian armies which
fought the Central Empires for three and one-half years, they
now look to the Allies and the United States for economic
assistance.

The population of western Siberia and the forces of Admiral
Kolchak are entirely dependent upon these railways.

The Russian authorities in this country have succeeded in
shipping large quantities of Russian supplies to Siberia, and
the Secretary of War is now contracting with the great co-

operative societies which operate throughout European and
Asiatic Russia to ship further supplies to meet the needs of
the civilian population. The Kolchak Government is also en-
deavoring to arrange for the purchase of medical and other
Red Cross supplies from the War Department, and the Ameri-
can Red Cross is itself attempting the forms of relief for which
it is organized. All elements of the population in Siberia
look to the United States for assistance. This assistance can
not be given to the population of Siberia, and ultimately to
Russia, if the purpose entertained for two years to restore
railway traffic is abandoned. The presence of American troops
is a vital'element in this effort. The services of Mr. Stevens
depend upon it, and, a point of serious moment, the plan pro-
posed by Japan expressly provides that Mr. Stevens and all
foreign railway experts shall be withdrawn when the troops
are withdrawn.

From these observations it will be seen that the purpose of
the continuance of American troops in Siberia is that we, with
the concurrence of the great allied powers, may keep open a
necessary artery of trade and extend to the vast population
of Siberia the economic aid essential to it in peace time, but
indispensable under the conditions which have followed the
prolonged and exhausting participation by Russia in the war
against the Central Powers. This participation was obviously
of inecalculable value to the allied cause, and in a very par-
ticular way commends the exhausted people who suffered from
it to such assistance as we can render to bring about their
industrial and economie rehabilitation.

Very respectfully, yours,
Woobrow WiLsSON.

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, I shall occupy the time of the
Senate for a few moments only. I am not willing that the busi-
ness of the week shall close without some observations upon
a letter which has been issued by the ex-President with refer-
ence to the manner in which this treaty should be dealt with.
1, perhaps, should not have given any attention to his observa-
tions with reference to reservations and interpretations had
they not been preceded by a statement which is no less than
amazing to me. This letter says in the very beginning:

The partisan character of his adminlstration—

Referring to the President—

during the war, together wlm his ap 111 to his countrymen to elect a
Democratic Congress in November, 8, created a_ condition of per-
sonal and political antagonism towanl him among Republican lcaders
which was shared by a majority of the American peopie. This was
shown in the results of the election. Notwithstanding 8, Mr, Wilson
ersisted continuing the same partisan exclusion of Republicans
tleallng with the highly important matter of settling the resalts

of. the war.
He selected a
sentation and m which there were no
experience and leadership of public op
Without continuing the reading of the letter, upon this state-
ment the ex-President bases his conclusion that the opposition
to the league of nations and to the treaty with the league of
nations incorporated arises very largely, if not wholly, out of
personal dislike or personal opposition to the President. That
is a very unfair, unjust, and unfounded statement. To assume
that because there may or may not be personal antipathy be-
tween the President and Members of the Senate it would result
in a Senator taking a position upon a question which involves
upon one side, as it is claimed, the peace of the world, and
upon the other the integrity and independence of American in-
stitutions is, to say the least, an amazing statement. In the
debates running on through the days and weeks here in the Sen-
ate Chamber such statements coming from Senators in the heat
of debate might be justified or overlooked, but deliberately to
state to the American people, as this letter when taken as a
whole does, that the oppesition to the league of nations arises
out of personal enmity is a challenge to the intellectual in-
tegrity and personal honor of every man who has voiced opposi-
tion to this program. I do not, of course, assume to speak for
others, and yet I have no doubt I speak the sentiments of others
when I say that opposition to the league of nations is based
upon a sincere division of view as to its effect, both upon the
peace of the world and upon our republican institutions. The
questions of personal affronts, of personal dislikes conld have

no place in shaping a sane man’s course in so grave a matter.
The view now entertained has long been entertained and often
expressed by those in opposition to the league covenant, and
long prior to the events or the incidents in the political hjstory
of the United States to which the ex-President refers as being
the basis upon which the opposition rests, As early as Janu-
ary, 1917, £two and one-half years ago, the debate in this Cham-
ber began with reference to a league and with reference to the
United States entering a league or becoming in any way allied

commission in which the HRepublicans had no repre-
rominent Americans of any real
lOll
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with European powers. At that time it was contended upon the
part of some of the supporters of the President that the Presi-
dent had not taken a definite position in regard to this matter;
that he had not made up his mind as to whether it was a wise
jor an unwise procedure. But there was in this country and in
HEngland at that time an organization which was advoecating that
‘program. Out of the advocacy of that program by that particu-
' lar organization arose the first debate that ever took place in the
| Senate, so far as my knowledge goes, in reference to this mat-
ter. The exact attitude of the President was then one of the
questions debated. But the position of Mr, Taft, the Repub-
lican leader and ex-President, was well known. If the attack
could be said to be individusal it was more against the ex-Presi-
dent than the President. The opposition which was urged at
that time by Senators, including myself, was based upon pre-
cisely the same principles upon which we urge our oppesition
to-day. There has been no change of program and no change
of principles.

In support of what I have to say, I shall insert in the Recorp
at the close of my remarks a portion of the first debate which
took place with regard to this all-important subjeet. If those
who are interested eare to go back and examine that debate,
it will be seen that the President’s position at that time had
not become definite. My, Taft’s position was definite. Speaking
for myself, I opposed the plan quite as earnestly and for the
same reasons when Mr. Taft was practically its sole sponsor
as I have after he and the President joined forces. Oune eould
well entertain the view, I imagine, that the President had been
guilty of distasteful acts without permitting that to control

his action with reference. to as grave a matter as can come |

before Senators for their consideration.

At the time of that debate there could have been no such
elements entering into the eontroversy as those mentioned by
the ex-President, beecause they did not at that time exist. The
incidents to which he refers with reference to leaving Repub-
licans off the eommission in Paris, with reference to leaving
Senators off the commission, with reference to an appeal to the
Ameriean people for a Demoeratic Congress, with reference to
his partisan attitude concerning these things, were two and a
half years, or at least two years, in advance of the time when
this debate originally occurred. I say to the ex-President that
whiatever may be his reason for adveeating a league of nations
or whatever may be his reasons for changing his pesition in
regard to amendments, the reason for opposition here is based
upon an honest, sincere conviction that the league
will not premete peace, but will imperil the integrity and inde-
pendenece of our instifutions. In that, of ecourse, we may be in
error ; but the opinion is formed out of a study of these funda-

“mental questions and not out of a personal like or dislike of
the President of the United States.

Sinee this debate began and since men took a position upon
this matter these same men have supporfed the President time
and time again in very important affairs; they have stood by him
at a time when many other men who are now supporting him
in his leagune of nations were opposed to his poliey. I refer to
this, as it may be of some interest for the ex-President to inform
himself concerning the history of his eountry for the last two
and a half years and not concentrate his attention so much
upon the leagne of nations and its fanciful effect. Anyone who
will go back threugh these debates for nearly three years will
come fto at least one conclusion, that those who have lead the
opposition from the beginning have been open, sincere, and reso-
lute, for they have fought against heavy odds and at great
political hazard every inch of the ground.

Mr. President, I am not interested in any form of interpre-
tations or amendments or reservations. No amendments or
reservations which leaves us in an alliance or league with
European or Asiatic powers will satisfy me. I speak only for
myself. I am opposed to this proposition upon fundamental
grounds. I do not want ever to be placed in a position where
I shall be compelled to east a final vote for amendments or
have no vote at all upon this subject, or where I shall be com-
pelled to cast a final vote for reservations or have no vote at
all. T shall be very happy if the votes in the Senate Chamber
hold this issue down to the proposition, so that the ultimate
vote will be cast absolutely for or against alliance or no alli-
ance with European powers. It is either fundamentally right
to enter into this enterprise or it is fundamentally wrong, as I
view it. If it is fundamentally right, I do not expect the
President of the United States or any other man to perfect
the instrument in the first instance; no one but the divine
power Himself can, without experience, perfect a thing out
of mind; and, if it is fundamentally a correct propesition, I
am not going to waste my time with reference to details in
regard to it. A

To my mind it is fundamentally wrong to draw this Repub-
lic into the political alliances of Europe. I do not care whether
we proceed a part of the way to-day, and expect to proceed
the rest of the way to-morrow; it is the same thing; we are
entering into alllances with European powers. Therefore, so
far as I am concerned, I trust that that will happen which
some Senators upon the other side indicate their desire to have
happen, and that is upon the final vote we will be permitted
to meet fully and fairly the question of whether we shall have
any alliance or league with European powers. I want a chance
to record my vote against the whole scheme to ally this Republic
and our people with Europe: If Senators on the other side
will stand against reservations or amendments, other than those
which go to the heart of the question, we will have an oppor-
tunity to vote against any league with Europe. I want no
amendments which deal with immaterial matters and leave the
vital question unchanged.

Mr. President, when the fathers submitted the Constitution
to the States there were men in those days who thought they
could have inferpretations, reservations, and explanations with
reference to going into the Union. They were very closely
pressed for votes im Virginia, and so they put in a clause in
the ratification resolution of Virginia which reads as follows:

We and make known that the powers granted under the
Constitution, being derived from the people of the United States, may
be resumed Ly them whensoever the same shall be perverted to their
injury or oppression.

New York in her ratification resolution stated:

The powers of government may be resumed by the people whensoever
it shall become necessary to their happinecss,

Rhode Island said:

The powers of government may be resumed by the .:o whenever
it shall become mecessary to their happiness, il

Other States put in interpretations and reservations and
withdrawal privileges, but when the time eame to invoke the
reservations upon which they relied at the time they joined
the league or the covenant or the constitution the powers
econstruing the covenant or constitution paid no attention to
them whatever. We may put reservations and constructions into
the covenant: but, even if we do, we will then turn the eon-
struction of the eovenant over to the nine men sitting at Geneva.
Suppose Brazil pufs a construction upon article 21 and says,
“ Our understanding in subseribing to this covenant is that the
league of nations has power to construe the Monroe doctrine,”
as England says it has, and the United States puts a construc-
tion upon it when it subseribes to the covenant, saying, “ Our
understanding is that the Monroe doctrine is to be construed by
the United States alone™; and the question comes before the
ecouncil of five or nine as to whether they will give any consid-
eration to the construction placed upon it by Brazil and by the
United States. They will do precisely as the United States
Supreme Court did in the ease of White against Texas, in
Seventh Wallace. They will say: *“ Having entered the cove-
nant, having become a part of the constitution, having ac-
cepted your position in this organization which was submitted
to you, the construction of your attitude will be determined
under the covenant under which you have proceeded to exercise
your right te be here.” Unless the améndments or reserva-
tions which we adopt go back to the powers submitting this
treaty and are by those powers accepted and made a part of
the treaty by the commeon consent of all parties, the amend-
ments or reservations will be utterly useless, will bind nobody,
and will be no protection to the United States whatever.

Let the people of this country who are opposed to entering into
an alliance with Europe, who are opposed to surrendering the
policy of Washington and the doetrine of Monroe, understand
that reservations, like political platforms, unless they are con-
ditional upon acceptance by the other powers, are made to get
votes and not for the purpose of standing upon them after they
once get in. The tacties now is to get votes, and, as Mr. Taft
in effect says, we will bait our hook with interpretations. But
after we are once in the league, then the council at Geneva,
from whose judgment there is no appeal, begins its Iatitudi-
nous and political constructions and our interpretations will
not even be given the “ cold respect of a passing glance.” The
Senators who cast the votes and soothe their eonsciences with
interpretations will have passed on, but the people of the United
States will be here and will be informed by the council of
Geneva that your individual interpretations were never ac-
cepted by the other members of the league. Those interpreta-
tions were politics. All amendments should go to the vital ques-
tion of alliance or no alliance with European powers, and ratifi-
cation should be conditioned upon their affirmative aceeptance.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Kmey in the chair).
the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from Florida?

Does
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Mr. BORAH. 1 yield.

Mr. FLETCHER., May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. BORAH. Certainly.

Mr. FLETCHER. I understand that the Senator is opposed
to any reservation or interpretation or condition or amendment
of any kind to the proposed treaty? I understand the Senator
takes that position? .

Mr. BORAH. What I say and what I hope is that I will
have an opportunity to vote against the treaty in its entirety.
Of course, if reservations and amendments dre offered and the
parlinmentary situation is such that that is the only oppor-
tunity I shall have to record a view, I shall undoubtedly vote
for them, but I am utterly opposed to any league or political
alliance, and if I had my way about it I wonld never submit a
single interpretation or amendment except one that wonld end
the whole thing.

Mr. FLETCHER. 'Then, I understand the Senator further to
be opposed to any sort of a league or alliance or covenant with
other nations in the direction intended to be reached by the
league of nations.

Mr. BORAH, I am utterly opposed to it. I want no political
partnership or alliance or league which commits us to meddling
in European affairs,

Mr. FLETCHER. Then, the Senator is opposed to the pro-
posed treaties with France and with England?

Mr. BORAH. Yes: I am opposed to them.

Mr. FLETCHER. So that the Senator is opposed to any
alliance or cooperation with foreign nations of any sort?

Mr. BORAH. Absolutely. Do not misunderstand me for a mo-
ment. I stand for the policy of this Government as it has existed
for 150 years; that is good enough for me. I prefer to take my
chances with this Republic and the people who shall govern it
and direct its policies rather than to embarrass it and entangle it
with the Governments of Europe. I take this position for two
principal among many reasons. Entangling alliances with
Europe—I do not care what you put on paper or how beautifully
you phrase your lengue covenants—mean war for our people
about things which are of no or only remote concern to our
people. It means that our young men will be ecalled upon to
suffer and sacrifice in those racial, territorial, and dynastic quar-
rels, 23 of which are going on now. Your league will not bring
peace. The causes of war can not be removed by the mere writ-
ing of a covenant, nor can those causes be controlled by any five
or nine men. The causes of war lie deep in the structure of
European society, and this treaty which lies before us has done
much to perpetuate and keep alive those causes.

1 take this position for the further reason that you can not
enter this league, or any leazue, worthy of the name without sur-
rendering some of the self-governing powers of the American
people, without forfeiting some of the independence of this
Republic. These are things, our right to govern ourselves un-
trammeled by foreign powers and our complete independence as a
Nation, which we have always been willing to defend even with
arms. I shall never vote to surrender or even jeopardize them,
No one will ever have power by my vote to shape the policies or
determine the course or the obligations of the United States
other than the people of the United States themselves,

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
vield to the Senator from Massachusetts?

Mr. BORRAH. 1 yield.

Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts. Mr. President, I wish to know
if I understood the Senator from Idaho correctly a few moments
ago when he said that, if the Senators upon this side of the Senate
shall oppose all amendments and reservations, it was his opinion
that the ratification of the treaty would be defeated? Did I
understand the Senator to say that?

Mr. BORAH. No; what I said was that I hoped we would
have an opportunity to vote straight upon the question of alli-
ance or no alliance with European powers. I hope, however,
that if the league is still in the treaty the inference the Senator
draws will be correct.

Mr. President, to take an illustration, we have heard a vast
amount of discussion about the Monroe doctrine and about how
we are going to preserve the Monroe doctrine by reservations.
The Monroe doctrine can not be preserved, it does not make any
difference what is put upon paper, if we surrender the policy of
Washington. The policy of Washington includes the Monroe
doctrine. In other words, if we intermeddle in European affairs
and become a part of the European system and go to Europe and
take part in European concerns, we can not, in the practical
affairs of life, prevent Europe from coming to America. It does
not make any difference what is written upon paper; we may
put upon paper that the Monroe doctrine shall be preserved in
its integrity ; but, if we intermeddle in European affairs, the re-

morseless logic of events will carry Europe to America. If we
take part in the concerns of Europe, we may flatter ourselves
that we can hold America aloof from Europe, but the silent trend
of inevitable facts will soon disillusion our people.

Mr, THOMAS. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr, THOMAS. The Senator’s attitude is identical with that
which I took in 1900, when the Spanish-American treaty was be-
ing negotiated, one of the resulis of which was our acquisition
of the Philippine Islands. I am curious to know if the Senator
believes, as I then believed and still believe, that that treaty,
followed by our acquisition of that distant oriental system of
islands, was not an act upon our part which materially weakened
the consistency of our attitude regarding the Monroe doctrine?

Mr, BORAH. Yes, Mr. President; I think the Senator is cor-
rect. I regretted the acquiring of the Philippines, and five
years ago I voted to turn them loose.

Mr. THOMAS. So did L.

Mr. BORAH. And I am anxious to get an opportunity to do

8o again.
Mr, THOMAS. Soam I.
Mr. BORAH. If I have had a conviction throughout my life

with which it has been possible for me to be consistent at all
times, it has been the conviction that we should stay out of
European and Asiatic affairs. I do not think that we can have
here a great, powerful, independent, self-governing Republic and
do anything else; I do not think it is possible for us to continue
to be the leading intellectual and moral power in the world and
do anything else. I do not think we can successfully achieve the
task now confronting us, that of establishing here an industrial
democracy, as we have achieved a political democracy, and do
anything else.

I desire to refer a little further to the question of preserving
the Monroe doctrine. Mr. Jefferson understood perfectly that we
could not preserve the Monroe doctrine unless we kept our part
and remained out of European affairs, and he so stated very
plainly. There were none of the early constructionists or the
fathers who dealt with this subject who contemplated anything
else, and I say now that those who are willing to surrender
Washington's policy and at the same time suppose they can pre-
serve the Monroe doctrine are contemplating the impossible,
If I could have my way about it, I would preserve Washington’s
policy and let the Monroe doctrine take care of itself, if I had
to let either take care of itself. Mr. President, we had just as
well talk about tearing away the lower story of a house and
leaving the upper story stand in mid-air as to tear away Wash-
ington’s policy and leave the Monroe doctrine intact. One is
built upon the other and can not exist without it.

So Mr. Taft’s theory of preserving the Monroe doctrine, by a
clause which he suggests, would be utterly futile. There is just
one way to preserve the Monroe doctrine, and that is to stay out
of European affairs and Asiatic affairs.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senafor from Idaho
vield to the Senator from Florida?

Mr. BORAH. I yield.

Mr. FLETCHER. I suggest to the Senator that the question
to be considered is whether or not we are able to stay out of
European affairs and Asjatic affairs in these times. We can, of
course, refrain from making any contract. But has not this
war demonstrated conclusively that we may not be able to be
entirely left to our own will about how we shall act and what we
shall do in case of trouble in Europe?

Mr. BORAH. Mr. President, it is much easier to stay out of
the political affairs of Europe than when Washington was
President. But let us assume for the sake of the argument
that a condition may again arise when we shall want to take
part in some European conflict. Shall we contract in advance
that we will do so without consulting the intelligence and the
patriotism of the particular hour in which the crisis arises?
Shall we say now that 10 years from now, or 20 years from
now, we will take part in a European war if the territorial in-
tegrity of some nation is involved, without consulting the intel-
ligence and the patriotism of the particular generation that
will have to fight that war? Shall we, who can not know the
facts, take from those who will know the facts the right to pass
upon that stupendous question free of all previous obligation?

Let me give an illustration. Suppose the Senator has a son
who is 10 or 15 years of age, and in 10 years from now he has
reached the point where, if a war occurs in Europe, he is called
upon to perform his part of service as a soldier of his country.
A condition arises in Europe which ecalls for aetion and con-
gideration. We are to meet the question of whether or not we
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are to take part in that particular conflict. The young man
looks over the situation and he finds that he is not

fs a citizen to exercise his judgment about it at all. His father
had contracted 15 years before that he shall do so, whether he
thinks the war is a righteous war or not. He finds that if a
plece of territory is involved it has been agreed he shall go,
although he might think the war was unjust. Is that free
citizenship? And can a government be a frée government
which is not permitted fo pass upon the faets and circumstances
as they arise instead of being confraeted In previous years to
perform the service whether it wants to or not?

Mr. FLETCHER. 1 should say as to that that I ought, if
possible, to bring about a condition of things now where that
supposed son of mine would not be compelled either to take
Eart in a European war or to decide the guestion which the
Senntor has suggesteﬁ In other words, that is quite a differ-
ent proposition from the proposal now to endeavor to bring
about a condition of things which will insure not only that such
a thing as the Senator imagines might occur never can oceur,
but that such a thing as has recently oceurred in Europe never
can happen again. As I understand it, that is the purpose of
the proposed league. Furthermore, the power to declare war
is still left with Congress, as it would be without a league.

Mr. BORAH. Technically I will concede that that is true;
but morally and in practice we would be bound to carry out our
ireaty and the declaration of war by Congress would be in
obedience to the treaty merely a perfunctory matter. Congress
would not be free to consider alone the then existing situation.
But, Mr. President, if the Senator from Florida really believes
that this organization is going te prevent war, he entertains a
belief which no one who had to do with the organization of it
entertained. Why, before they ever left the council table where
they had written this leagune which was to insure peace, they
wrote an alliance which was to take care of the next war. Mr.
Clemencean, Mr. Lloyd-George, the representative of Italy, and
the representative of Japan—I do not know about the Presi-
dent—would not permit the eouncil te break up until they had
prepared for war by an alliance between France and Great
Britain, and France and the United States, into which Italy has
alrendy asked permission to come. That alliance was made for
war, in confemplation of war, in expectation of war, and to fake
care of war. Not only that, but if this eopy of the treaty which
was inserted yesterday be correect, Mr. Clemencean was not will-
ing that the program should proceed to a consummation until the
alliance was taken care of, until the war was provided for. There
are 23 wars, as I have said, now in progress in Europe. Most of
them are over international beundaries, and if this league were in
effect we wounld be there now. And yet who would sacrifice the
lives of American boys to determine who should own a particular
piece of real estate in some worthless part of Europe—like
Siberia, for illustration.

Why are we in Russia at this time? Have we any war with
Russia? Are we in conflict with Russia? Have we declared
war upon Russia? You say the Congress of the United States
has the power to declare war. Have we declared war upon
Russia? If not, why are our boys in Russia? Who ordered
them there? The council sitting at Geneva will direct that
certain steps be taken; and while T will accede to the propo-
sition that technieally the Congress of the United States eould
refus: to declare war, yet the moral pressure which would be
hrought to bear upon Congress to eomply with the action at
Geneva would practieally deprive it of its legal power to do so,
It is one thing to have the fechnical, legal power to do 8o it is
anether thing to have the moral courage to earry out your legal
obligations ; and right now, at this time, we are being told by
the able Senafor from Arizona [Mr. Sarrru] that the reason why
we should indorse this treaty and ratify it is not necessarily
becanse of its inherent worth, but beeause the wise men at
Versailles have passed upon it.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Idaho
yield to the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. BORAH. I do.

Alr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator is a great admirer and ad-
herent of the Monroe doctrine. Does he think that when that
doctrine was enunciated in 1823 it was to pmpare for war?

AMr. BORAH. Not necessarily; no.

Ay, HITOCHCOCK, Does he not believe that it served to pre-
vent war?

Mr. BORAH. I think, in a measure, it did. But such a
priuciple would not last evernight in Europe.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Did it ever cost us a dollar or a man?

Mr. BORAH. I do not think it has cost us a man, but it has
cost us some money.,

Mr, HITCHCOCK. Now, then, if the effect of the Monroe
doctrine was not to prepare for war and if the Monroe doctrine
had any effect to preserve peace, why does the Senator say that
this proposed arrangement with France is to prepare for war?
Is it not to prevent war?

AMr. BORAH. Mr, President, the alliance with France operates
only in contemplation of wir. It is made in expectation of
war. It is made in expectation of that which, I think, will
happen. As to the Monroe doctrine, it was effective here, for
many reasons which would not obtain .in Europe. The Sena-
tor lenves out of consideration the fact that he is dealing with
two distinet ecivilizations—wholly different governmental insti-
totions, races, and customs. A Monroe doctrine in Europe
goes by the name of Holy Alliance or balance of power, but
nothing of threat or combination of nations has been able to
keep the peace in Europe, and néither will this combination
prevent war.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Will the Senator answer: Was not the
Monroe doetrine announced in the face of threats from European
nations to make war on American Republics and was not the
effect of our declaration to prevent them from deing so? And
if the Senator admits that, and even if he conterds that Germany
is preparing for war on France, how can be deny that with our
agreement and Great Britain’s agreement to come to the rescue
of France it will have the same effect in Europe that the Monroe
doctrine had in America?

Mr. BORAH. I think, Mr. President, that the mere fact that
we agree to come to the protection of France or to the service
of France will have very little effect upon Germany whea Ger-
many feels that she is strong enough to regain what she feels
have been unjustly taken from her, and evidently that is pre-
cisely what the premier thinks. That is not only true of Ger-
many but of other powers. But, Mr. President, suppose that the
war does arise. Suppose that the unexpected happens. Does
not the Senator think that we ought to have, free of all eon-
tractural obligations, the right of an independent and free
people to determine, upon all the circumstances under which it
arises, whether we shall go to war or not? Does he not think
that when that condition comes we ought to be a free people
to determine whether we should take part in that confliet?
Now, the Monroe doctrine was always our doctrine and it left
us free in every emergency to decide for ourselves, unembar-
rassed by agreements with other nations, what we should do.

I do not say that we should not go to the rescue of France in
case Germany assaults her. I am not arguing that question at
all; but I do say that if that condition ever arose the people
of that particular time, judging all the facts as they should then
exist, should have the right to determine whether or not they
should go to war, free of any obligation whatever to take anyone
else’s construetion.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. If the United States should take the
same position that the Senator takes, Germany would not know
whether the United States would come to the rescue of France
or not, and Germany might make the same mistake that she
made when she entered the Iate war, and provoke a war; but the
Senator well knows that if Germany is convinced in advance
that an attempt to undo the results of this war will result in the
same parties coming in to preserve those results, Germany will

' not make the attempt. The whole virtue of this knowledge in

advance is to prevent war; whereas the Sem'ltor, by leaving that

_in doubt, would induce w m

Mr. BORAH. Well, now, if it is a question of affecting the
mental attitude of Gemumy, does not the Senator think that the
league of nations—in which we agree to protect the territorial
integrity of France and the political independence of France—
does he not think that the leagne of nations of itself, withont an
allinnce, would be sufficient? If it is a mere question of an
attitude of mind, is not the league, with its powerful organiza-
tion of which the Senntor speaks, a sufficient force to impress

Fitself upon Germany, without a special alliance within the

league?’

Mr. HITCHCOCK. T will say fo the Senator that that is my
opinion, but the situation is exactly the same as though the
Senator were giving me a note in the case of money loaned, and
the note were perfectly good. If some one else were to sign that
note in addition to the Senator, it would not impair the note,
and it might make it, in the opinion of some people, a little
stronger.

Mr. BORAH. But, Mr. President, there is nobody else slgning,
The United States is simply signing twice. It does not add any-
thing to my material wealth if I sign the Senator's note twice,
It does not add anything to his seeurity if he brings me a con-
tract to sign and I sign if, and he brings me the same contract
to-morrow and I sign it azain.
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Mp. HITCHCOCK. The Senator Is bringing in, somewhat in
advance, the treaty with France. I have stated that I think it
is not necessary. I believe that the people of the United States
hardly think it is necessary. I believe that they deem the league
of nations entirely sufficient; but that is not true with France.
France has lived in fear of Germany for generations, and France
is still pursued with that fear. France knows that the league
of nations is a new venture. It is something in the nature of a
new creation. France also knows that the league of nations does
not spring into existence immediately. France asks for some-
thing to bridge over temporarily, for a few years, that period.

Alr. BORAH. Temporarily.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. Now then, Mr, President, France having
asked that thing, what will happen if we refuse it? What hap-
pens to the publie opinion in France, and what, moreover, hap-
pens to the publie opinion in Germany? What will be the effect
upon the German mind of having the United States refuse to
guarantee the results of this war?

AMr. BORAH. Mr. President, we are to guarantee the security
and safety of Franee temporarily, under the alliance, until the
league gets into action. Now, if there is anything in the world
that is certain it is that Germany can not attack anybody for
the next 20 years, because under this treaty she will never have
anything with which to attack. She is a perfectly powerless
nation to-day. She is reduced to helplessness, and precautions
are taken in the treaty to see that that helplessness continues
for at least 15 or 20 years. In my judgment it will be 30. Now,
the allianee is to take care of a temporary situation. Does the
Senator think that it will take the league of nations from 15
to 20 years to get into effective organization? Why, Col. House
amd Lord Cecil and those people have practically got it com-
pleted now. Even before it has been ratified we have a perma-
nent secretary, who is there for life, and they are meeting and
organizing and appoeinting, ereating bureaus, and so forth. It
will be in existence, in so far as it can ever have any existence,
in six months after the ratification, as much as it will ever be.
No; that is not what is the trouble with Clemenceau.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. The Senator omits one very important
thing. Germany will not be a member of the league. Germany
will not, therefore, be under the restraints and the obligations
of the league.

Mr. BORAH. Dut under article 11 we can deal with Ger-
many or any other nation upon the face of the earth if they
create the slightest disturbance.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. A nation might not create a disturbance,
and yet she might be preparing to do so. Germany, if she were
a member of the league, could not even prepare.

Mr. BORAH. She can not prepare under this treaty for the
next 30 years.

Mr. HITCHCOCK. But the Senator is opposed to the ratifiea-
tion of this treaty.

Mpr. BORAH. If you will iake the league out of it, I will talk
with you about it. There are things in the treaty which I
am utterly opposed to, and they will have to come out before I
will vote for it.

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Saeeparp in the chair).
Does the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr, BORAH. I yield.

Alr. POMERENE. Assume that the covenant for a league of
nations were stricken out of the treaty, then what means would
there be whereby to compel Germany to carry out the stipula-
tions of the treaty?

Mr. BORAH. The terms of the treaty, if I read it correctly,
are quite sufficient for that purpose for the next 30 years.

Mr. POMERENE. Not so long as Germany continues to econ-
sider all treaties as * scraps of paper,” and that is what she
will regard this one to be.

Mr. BORAH. But we do not permit Germany, under this
treaty, to act upen the same prineiple that she did with refer-
ence to the Belgian treaty. We have possession and control,
and we continue to retain physical, material possession of Ger-
many, and control her so as to deprive her of the power to act
in any aggressive way at all for the next 25 or 30 years, and
therefore I do not see any necessity for the league, so far as
Germany is eoncerned.

‘Myr. President, just a paragraph more and I will conclude.

As I said a moment ago, these reservations and amendments
or interpretations based upon any other theory than that of
the return of the treaty to the other powers for their affirmative
acceptance would be a deception of the Ameriean people. It
would be misleading them in the most important affairs of the
national life. Mere amendments or interpretations or reserva-
tions unaccepted would be wholly worthless. They would not
protect us in the future. We must deal with this important

matber frankly, openly, and upon vital lines. We must not
pretend to dé what we do not in fact do. Amendments or reserva-
tions which leave us in the league with jurisdiction granted
to the league to embroil us in European affairs, if accepted,
would be objectionable to me. I would like to see any such
alliance avoided. But at any rate, every Senator has a right to
ask Ll&_at in pretending to amend we actually and unmistakably
amen

Mr. President, I ask permission to insert as a part of my
speech some observations which were made January 5, 1017,
on this subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
will be taken.

The matter referred to is as follows:

“Friday, January 5, 1917.
“NO ENTANGLING ALLIANXCES.

“Mr. Boram. Mr. President, I address myself to this sub-
ject with admitted embarrassment. If it were a subject dealing
exclusively with mmtters eoncerning our own Government and
our own people, I should feel at ease in expressing any views
which I might entertain with regard to it. I realize, however,
that this subject affects other people more vitally than even our
own; and I think I appreciate, in part at least, that it is almost
impossible for us to view this matter from the angle of vision
from which it is viewed by other Governments and by other
nations. In expressing ourselves, some things which we might
say, while entirely agreeable to our own views and the views
perhaps of our own people, might be viewed from a different
standpoint by those of other nations. I therefore desire to
premise my remarks by saying that I express my views with
entire tolerance toward those entertaining different views,
whether entertained here at home or abroad. I wish in no way
to impeach the understanding or the viewpoint of others, but
alone to give expression to the reasons which shall control my
action with reference to this matter.

“The President of the United States had a perfect right to
send a note looking toward peace and to initiate a movement
which might result in peace. He not only had the right to do
so but if there was in his possession information which con-
vinced him as the President that such a course was a wise one,
and might and probably would result in something effectual, it
was his duty to do so. Furthermore, so far as this debate is
concerned, in any view that I may express I shall assume, and
conclusively assume, that the President had sufficient informa-
tion before him, as the one representative of our Government
authorized to deal with this matter, to warrant him in the
belief that the step which he took was justified, and that he had
given to the matter that reflectlon and consideration which
the gravity of the subject would command fmm anyone whose
duty it was to act in regard to it.

“But if the Senate of the United States acts in regard to this
matter, it will intrude itself into an affair of the utmost delicacy
and of the most tremendous consequences, without any informa-
tion other than that which we gather from the newspapers and
from the general sources of information. If we act in regard
to it at all, we will act without relationship to that part of the
Government upon which devolves action at this time, without
information, and without, in my judgment, sufficient reflec-
tion—that is, that reflection which should have taken place
before the debate began. In other words, Mr. President, we are
in an entirely different situation than that of the President;
and it is no part of my purpose in this debate to assume to
criticize the action taken by the President in sending this note.
I hold to some rules of freedom in criticizing the action of a
President in domestic matters, but when I am at all permitted
to do so I prefer to remain silent in foreign matters.

“If the matter had remained where, in my judgment, it should
have remained, I should have felt it my duty as a Member of
this body to remain entirely silent with regard to the subject
matter, notwithstanding that I might have differed with the
President both as to the timeliness of the note and as to its
contents. Realizing, as I think I do—and I speak with entire
sincerity with regard te that—that the movement was initiated
with the hope that it would accomplish something, I should
have felt it my duty to remain entirely silent as to the mode
of procedure, either as to the expressions of the note or as to
the time when it was submitted to the foreign nations. But it
is here now, Mr. President, certainly by no choosing of mine,
and I am called upon to cast a vote which, if in the affirmative,
in my judgment, as the resolution stands, will obligate me to a
course which does not at this time commend itself to my judg-
ment, and particularly to statements in the note with which I
am in utter disagreement,

Without objection, that action




3146

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

JoLy 25,

“T do not admit, Mr. President, since this resolution is here
voluntarily, not at the suggestion of the President, 'but purely
as the voluntary act of the Senate, that I am in any sense what-
ever assuming to criticize the President for the performance of
his funetion and of his duty by disagreeing to the resolution
and thereby disagreeing to the contents of the note. I am justi-
fied in thut position, I think, by the fact that if this matter had
been sent here at the suggestion of the President, or by reason
of a message from the President, a different situation would
present itself. -But coming solely from the action of the Senate,
without any suggestion upon the part of that particular official
who, under our form of government, has to deal with this matter
at this time, it seems that we may deal with it with entire free-
dom and without being placed in the position of assuming to
criticize those who have viewed it from a different standpoint
and with different obligafions.

“1I read this morning in the New York papers that the Presi-
dent’s secretary is authority for the direct statement that Mr.
Wilson is entirely indifferent as to what the Senate or the House
does about the peace note. I have every reason to believe, in
view of the silence of the Chief Executive, that we are per-
mitted to dispose of this matter according to our own judgments
and our own consciences, without being placed in the position of
criticizing the action of the President. :

“As I say, however, the note is here, and we have to deal with
it and with all its contents under this particular form of reso-
lution. It brings up for discussion and consideration some of
the most important questions with which this body has had to
deal since the beginning of the Government. I would like my
colleagues to reflect upon this proposition that if this note con-
tains the language which I believe it to contain, having the
meaning which I understand it to have, initiating an entirely
new policy on the part of this Government, when this body and
the House pass upon it, then that department of the Government
which fixes the pelicies of the country will have approved and
initiated a new policy.

“If the note contains what I believe it to contain—an expres-
sion of view with reference to our foreign policy in the future,
an entire change of policy with reference to our foreign affairs—
and this body and the other member of the legislative branch
of the Government indorse it, it is a confirmation and an
establishment, this side of an actual treaty, of the policy which
is outlined in the note. There is no other step to be taken in
regard to it except its actoal carrying out by treaties made;
and the Senate of the United States would not be entirely free
to reject a treaty covering a policy which the Senate, after due
deliberation and consideration, had affirmed. :

“ Myr. President, just before the battle upon the plains of
Marengo which seemed to place Napoleon well on the way of
realizing his dreams of ambition, the Father of our Country
was in retirement at Mount Vernon. A condition prevailed in
Europe quite similar to the condition which prevails in Europe
at this time. Napoleon, as I say, seemed in the way of realiz-
ing his ambition. Before his gigantic schemes thrones were
toppling and dynasties disappearing; and it was understood
that his plans encompassed the universal dictatorship of Eu-
rope, if not of the civilizéd world. Under those conditions
Washington, in his retirement, wrote to a friend with reference
to conditions in Europe and his views concerning them. His
letter so fully expresses the view which I entertain with re-
gard to the present situation, and so much more adequately
than it would be possible for me to state it, that I am going, in
the beginning of my remarks, to call attention to it. If history
be correct, it was the last letter that the Father of our Country
wrote upon any subject—certainly of public affairs:

“The affairs of Europe have taken a most important and interestin,
turn., What will be the final results of the uninterrupted successes o
the combined army it is not for a man at a distance of 3,000 miles
from the great theater of action to predict; but he may wish and
ardently wish, from principles of humanity and for the benevolent
purpose of putting a stop to the further effusion of human blood, that
the successful powers may know at what point to give cessation to the
sword for the purpose of negotiation.

“That expresses the great hope of all Americans that the
great powers engaged in this conflict may realize or know the
point at which the sword should give way to negotiations. In
other words, while I presume we all have our views in regard
to this eonflict, and none of us stand entirely neutral in mind
and in heart, whatever we may try to do officially, I assume
that no American reflecting upon the affairs of Europe for the
last hundred years wants to see any one of the Dbelligerent
powers dismembered and broken up. No one desires to see any
one of the nations of Europe crushed. We hope that no at-
tempt wlill be made to crush any one of those peoples. Our
- greatest hope is that these powers will appreciate the time
when they should cease the conflict and enter upon negotiations

and, expressing my own view, at least, I trust that will be
before an attempt is made upon the part of either side to abso-
lutely crush and destroy any one of the nations engaged in this
conflict.

“ There is one lesson of history which the people of Europe by
this time ought fully to understand; that is, that whatever may
be the power behind the movement or the influence which con-
trols in the particular hour, it is practically impossible to de-
stroy any nation where there has come to exist a real spirit of
nationality. Over a century ago three of the great European
powers dismembered and divided Poland. One of the rulers
said, after the infamous deed was finished, that Poland had
been disposed of by pen and ink; but Poland was not thus dis-
posed of. She is now one of the vital, moving, controlling,
dominating forces in this conflict, over a hundred years after.
That ecrushed and dismembered nation has been the nerve of
every revolution against absolutism in Europe from the time it
was divided until this hour. The Polish patriots scattered over
the face of Europe have either initiated or substantially sup-
ported the great revolutions against autocratic power from the
time the autocrats of Europe divided it until now. I say,
again, that the fondest hope of America is that these nations
engaged in war, fighting, as they believe, for their security and
their existence, may nevertheless realize the proper hour in
which to lay aside the sword and take up negotiations,

* Further says the Father of his Country :

“ My own wish is to sce everything settled u
foundation for the peace and happiness of man
this, that, or the otm nation.

“I repeat, Mr. President, that undoubtedly every Member of
this body, and I presume that practieally all throughout the
country have their views, their sentiments, their opinions, their
partisanship, with regard to this conflict. But whatever may
be our views with regard to the governing power or the ruling
class in this or that country there goes out from the heart of
America to all the people, to the masses engaged in the conflict,
regardless of nationalities, one common sentiment, and that is
one of profound sympathy for the masses of the people, regard-
less of the kind of government which presides over their
destinies. I find a complete expression of my views in the
language of the Father of his Country when he says:

“My own wish is to see everything settled upon the best and surest
foundation for the peace and happiness of mankind, without regard to
this, that, or the other nation. -

* Could there be anyone in all America so unconscionable as
not to desire peace? If we should pass a resolution here merely
in favor of peace it would but express the axiom of the Ameriean
heart. But on the other hand ean there be anyone so unre-
flective as not to want permanent peace; peace founded In jus-
tice and in righteousness, and therefore permanent peace?

“ Mr, President, I am going to put aside many of the minor
matters which I deem to be involved in this debate, because,
first, I know I shall not be able to cover them so well as they
have already been covered by others speaking upon the sub-
ject; and, secondly, because I could waive in deference to the
supposed cause of peace, since the resolution is here, every
question involved in this note except one, and with reference to
that I could not give my consent to vote for a resolution which
even seems to indicate an approval of it. Since the resolution
is here, though I believe it ought not to be here, I would put
aside all objections save one, and that is vital and controlling,
and not even in the cause of supposed peace will I seem to
indorse it.

“According to my limited vision of governmental affairs and
the future happiness of this Nation, if I am not misled as to the
contents of this note, there is a proposition involved in it of far
more concern to the people of the United States than anything
which we have had before us at this session or will have before
us during many sessions to come. I desire to go to that, and
when I shall have expressed myself fully in regard to it I will
leave the subject matter so far as I am concerned, and not con-
sume time with other matters, though they are not unimportant,

“ Let us not seek to minimize the importance of this matter
nor undertake to delude ourselves with the thought that the
issue is not here. If we are going to pass this resolution and do
not want to pass upon this subject, then the language of the
resolution should be changed. We shall not be able to satisfy
ourselves or our people when they come to reflect upon this rec-
ord that the issue concerning which I propose to speak 1s not an
issue in this debate. The language of the note to which I have
reference is as follows:

“In the measures to be taken to secure the future peace of the world
the people and Government of the United States are as vitally and as

directly interested as the Governments now at war. Their interest,
moreover, in the means to be adopted to relieve the smaller and weaker

n the best and surest
nd, without regard to
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peoples of the world of the peril of wrong and violence is as quick and
ardent as that of any other ple or government. They stand ready,
and even eager, to cooperate in the accomplishment of these ends, when
the war is over, with every influence and resource at their command.

“ In other words, we as a nation are not only interested in the
future welfare of the small nations of Europe, which, of course,
we are, but we propose as a manifestation of our interest to
make ready to achieve their protection and their integrity by
every influence and every resource at our command. This
means, if it means anything at all, that the Army and the Navy
of the United States, the last and greatest resource for such
things, will be at the command of any plan agreed upon between
this Government and the nations of Europe for the protection of
the small nations of that country. When the war is over, the
note says, with every influence and resource at our command we
will proteet from violence or wrong all these small nations.
Could a more stupendous proposition be presented to our people?
Could a single proposition involving more completely the peace
and contentment of this Republie for all time to come be submit-
ted to this body for consideration?

“Mr. President, it might be said in regard to this language
that this is too free a construction of it, and that contention has
been made by the brilliant Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lewis].
But the same cautious and conservative gentleman whose name
is attached to this note in an interview shortly thereafter—the
next day, I think—gave expression to the interpretation which
should be placed upon this part of the note, and discussed
freely, apparently from the newspaper reports, what it meant.
Amongst other things the paper says:

“ Secretary Lansing apparently favors the idea of the United States
glecuing with other Edropean nations in a compact to freaerve peace,

ause he regards some such measure essential jn the light of present
international conditions.

“The United States is mo longer in a position to rema.tn indifferent
to wars in Europe. American interests are bound to be seriously and
vitally affected, as indeed they have been in the present war, and Amer-
;can rrlflght.u are, Mr., Lansing has pointed out, necessarily placed in
20

p;‘ht’ views of Mr. Lansing are along the linv of the statements made
\}v President Wilson last May in indorsing the League to Enforee Peace.

r. Wilson at that time said the present war had demonstrated that in
future wars of the present ma ude it would be ¢xtremely difficult, if
not impossible, for the United States to remain neutral.

“Let us go back a little further. There is an organization in
this country caled the League to Enforce Peace. Among its
members are some of our most distinguished educators and
publicists and statesmen. Its president is the ex-President of
the United States, Mr. Taft. Among its members, as I reeall,
is Judge Parker, a Democrat of the strictest sect. A number

*of other admirable gentlemen are members of this league, which
has a short but a momentous platform.

“ In discussing this matter, which I propose to do with some
franknesg, I may say-in the beginning that I am not indulging
in a partisan discussion, and, furthermore, T speak with great
respect for the gentlemen who make up the membership of the
league. With the president of the league a Republican, and
with-an agreement between the president of the league and the
President of the United States upon this matter, I think we may
assnme that it is a nonpartisan question and diseunss it from thut
standpoint.

“T eall attention to the platform of thig league, for in the
background of this discussion is this movement, the fountn_ln
source of this whole scheme:

* It is desirable for the United States to join a league of nations bind-
ing the signatories to the following :

** First. All justiciable questions arlnlng between the signatory pewers
not settled by negotiation shall, subject to the limitation of treatles,
be submitted to a Judiclnl tribunal for hearing and Jmlﬂ'nent both upon
the merits and upon any issue as to its jurisdiction of the question.

* Heeond. All other questions nrisin? between the signatories and not
settled by negotiatiom shall be submitted to a council of conciliation
for hearing, consideration, and recommendation,

“ Third. The sli.rnatory powers shall jointly use forthwith both their
cconomic and military forces against any one of their number that
Zoes to war or commits acts of hostil
torles before any question arising shall
foregoing.

“This is a proposal, as you see, to form a league composed of
the nations of the earth, if they all saw fit to join it—the nations
of Europe and the nations of America and of the Orient—bhy
which all matters of dispute, justiciable or otherwise, shall be
submitted either to an international tribunal or a council of
conciliation, and behind it all is the pledge, through treaties or
otherwise, to use the economic and military forces of the nations
to enforce a recognition or a compliance with the terms of the
allinnee. We would be one member of that lengne. We would
have a single voice in the determination of the issues, as to the
nature of them, and so forth, and the central idea of the entire
movement is the use of force ultimately in the settlement of any
disputes which might arise.

against another of the signa-
submitted as provided in the

* The President, speaking before this League to Enforce Peace,
with: its platform as Its creed, used this language, after dis-
cussing the desire of the nations to get together:

cerely do we believe in.these things that I am sure. t.hat I

sgm the mlnd and the wish of the people of America when I say that

United States is willing to become a partner in any feasible asso-
ciation of nations formed in order to realize these objects—

“To wit, the objects outlined and described in the League to
Enforce Peace—

*“ and make them secure against violation.
* & & * ] * *

“ Here is a clear and unmistakable declaration to the effect
that the United States is willing to become a partner, a term
of wide-reaching significance, in any association of nations,

| European and oriental, to insure or enforce peace, to use our

economic and military forces to compel all nations members of
the league to submit their affairs to these tribunals, and if
any fail to do so to make war upon them. But that is not the
worst of it. We agree in advance to authorize other nations to
make war upon the United States if we refuse to submit some

| vital issue of ours to the decision of some European or Asiatic
[ nations. This approaches, to my mind, moral treason,

“A universal association of the nations to maintain the inviolate .
security of the highway of the seas for the common and unhindered
use of all the nations of the world and to prevent any war, begun elther
contrary to treaty covenants or without warning, and full submission
of the causes to the opinion of the world—a virtual guaranty of terri-
torlal Integrity and political independence.

“ ¢ Papritorial integrity ' and ‘ political independence’! Now,
read this paragraph in connection with the paragraph in the
note and in connection with Mr. Lansing’s statement and the
platform of the lengue, under whose auspices the President was
speaking, and there is nothing left to deubt. I hope the nations
will understand that if they shall expect us to enter into such
a program that there are some who will have to be consulted
‘more fully before that step is taken, and that is the people upon
“whom will rest the burden and with whom will rest the sacri-
.fices involved in carrying out this new and startling program.

“ Senators, let us proceed further ; what is the meaning of that
Janguage? When we agree to enter into an alliance which
‘proposes by means of the military and naval foreces of the
United States to protect the national integrity of every small
nation of Europe we have gone to the storm center of European
politics. We have abandoned the policy of nearly a century
and a half and entered directly and at once upon that policy
which was condemned by the Father of our Country in the very
beginning of the Government.

“ 1 do not complain that the President entertains these views,
.and, as I said a few moments ago, had they been contained in
‘a note which bound the President alone it would have been my
.duty to refrain even from a discussion of them at this critical
juneture. But when the note is thrown into the Senate with
what in my judgment is a complete reiteration in briefer style
but just as comprehensive as his statement upon repeated oc-

.casions that he is in favor of this Nation entering into an

alliance with the nations of the earth to use its military and
naval forces to enforce peace, I am placed in a position then
that if as a Member of the body I should vote for the resolu-
tion I would undoubtedly indorse the policy, something no
exigency could induce me to do. I want peace. T share that
sentiment with all my countrymen. I would hesitate to stand
against the Chief Executive in any move which he would make
in regard to it. But rather than see my country enter upon
that course which, in my humble judgment, is not to promote:
peace but to promote war, I would oppose it at whatever cost
to the cause of peace in Europe. I will not seem to court peace
and instead and in fact court war. I do not know, Mr. Presi-
dent, how universal the sentiment is. We are told it has
become practically the sentiment of the American people. I
propose for my part to reflect and to repent before we start
upon such a course and not afterwards.

“The Senator from Illinois, Mr. Lewis, said there was noth-
ing in this language which should lead us to the conclusion
of the abandonment of the Monroe doctrine. If the language
of the President in the note, taken in connection with his
speech before the league to enforce peace, and in connection
with the platform which he indorsed by his language, is to be
accepted, let us see whether or not it wonld destroy or abrogate,
as it were, the Monroe doetrine,

“ Suppose the United States and Argentina and Brazil and
some of the nations of Europe enter into an alliance of this
nature; suppose that Argentina and one of the Governments of
Europe are unable to agree to some matter in dispute. Argen-
tina, considering the matter vital, refuses to submit her dispute
to an international tribunal or to a couneil of conciliation ; under
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this doctrine of the league to enforce peace we would not only
lhave agreed that the European nations could come here and
engage in war with Argentina, but if we were called upon we
would have to join our Army and Navy to enforce the matter
against Argentina. We would join the European nation against
our sister American Republic. It is an inyitation for Europe
to come to America fo participate in our affairs and to be a
part and parcel of American affairs as completely as European
affairs. In fact, there would be no American affairg in the prac-
tical operation of the league, for Europe and the Orient would
always control the court.

“ It means, therefore, Mr. President, not only the abandon-
ment of the doctrine of no entangling alliances established by
Washington, but it means the abandonment of the Monroe
doctrine, announced by Monroe upon the mature advice of Jef-
ferson,

“ Let us see; take some illustrations which may show the dan-
gerous, course upon which we are about to enter if we indorse
such a policy. I am going to use the names of some of the
nations, in order not to deal too abstractly, although in doing
s0, of course, I am not to be considered as using them because
I either fear them or would offend them, but simply as an illus-
tration.

“ We will assume now that the partnership of which the Presi-
dent spoke has been formed, that the cooperation has been com-
pleted, and the combine and alliance has been made, and in that
combination and alliance are Japan and Russia and the United
States. We will assume that after the combination is made
Russia and Japan have a dispute as to their rights in Manchuria.
Japan insists that it should be submitted to the arbitral tribu-
nal. Russia insists that it involves her vital interests and
refuses to submit it, and moves her troops immediately to the
disputed territory. Under the league alliance which we have
formed and the treaties which we have made we must join with
Japan in punishing Russia for refusing to submit her proposi-
tion to the tribunal. Regardless of whether it was Russia or
Japan, would we brave our way across the ocean to shed a
nation’s blood in a war in which we had only the most general
concern? Where do these gentlemen expect to get their soldiers
or sailors for such expeditions?

“I am afraid that these gentlemen who talk about a league
to enforce peace have overlooked in their zeal the fact that this
is still a government of the people, by the people, and for the
people, and that they make war, make and unmake adminis-
trations, make and unmake Congresses, and they would have
to be consulted. You might force through your combination—
that could be done in the comfortable chambers of courts—but
the men who made these treaties would not be the ones to die
for them. The people would have to do the fighting, and, for-
tunately, they also do the voting.

“Let us take another illustration. We will assume that
Mexico has been restored to law and order and has an estab-
lished government; that Mexico is a member of the alliance;
that Japan is a member of the alliance; and that Mexico con-
ceives the idea of leasing Magdalena Bay to Japan for 99 years,
and we protest against it. We have already joined the alliance.
They also are members of it. Mexico says, ‘ Certainly I have
a right to dispose of my territory’; and Japan says, ‘I have a
right to lease.! We are all members of a common league bound
together for a common purpose. Would the United States sub-
mit that question to a tribunal where it has but one vote or one
voice and permit its entire future to be disposed of by a court
where it has but a single representative and probably no friend,
so far as that question would be concerned?

“If these words which I have quoted, Mr. President, lead us
in this direction, we are approaching the most important sub-
ject with which we could deal with reference to foreign affairs.
I have already called attention to the platform of the League to
Enforce Peace. I want to call attention now to the language of
Sir Edward Grey a few days ago in regard to the same subject
matter. He says:

“ Only bear this in mind—

“ Speaking to those who were in favor of a league to enforce
peace—

*“1if the nalions in the world after the war are to do something more
cffective than they have been able to do before, to bind themselves
together for the common object of peace, they must be Prepareﬁ not
to undertake more than they are pregarcd to uphold by force, and to
se¢ when the time of crisls comes that it is upheld by force. In other
words, we say to neutrals who are occupying themselves with this
uestion that we are in favor of it. But we shall have to ask when
the time comes for them to make any demand on us for such a thing,
Wil lym.i play up when the time comes?' It is not merely a sign
manual of sove: s or presidents that is required to make a thing

lilke that worth while; it must also have behind it parllaments an
national sentiment.

“ In other words, Mr. President, this has already in the estima-
tion of these gentlemen passed beyond the domain of mere
theory or of didactic discussion, that it is now a practical ques-
tion of how far the United States is willing to go; and, as Sir
Edward Grey says, we must understand that it means force in
the enforcement of terms and conditions upon which the league
exists. No mere words, no sentimentality about the millennium,
but force is the dominant note and war will be the nltimate
result. Is this what our President meant a few weeks ago
when he said this is the last European war in which we will not
take a part?

“ We are now proposing to pass legislation which will commit
this body to the proposition that we are in favor of entering
such an alliance, an alliance controlled and dominated by the
element of force in matters of peace.

“ Mr. President, Prof. Lowell, in an article in the last North
American Review, says:

“ Many Americans complain that the leagne would involve our coun-
try in entangling alliances with forelgn nations contrary to our tradi-
tions. It would certainly involve obligations, and those of a very grave
character—obligations that might possibly result in war—and so does
the Monroe doctrine.

“ The learned professor is frank, but with all his learning, with
his great knowledge of history, I would have expected him to
say ‘probably ' result in war instead of ‘possibly’ result in
war. Before Washington committed us to the doetrine of ‘ non-
entangling alliances’ America took part in all European wars.
Had not it been for Washington’s policy, had he yielded in the
fateful hour when urged to form a European alliance, we would
have participated in every war which has torn and tormented
Europe from that hour to this.

‘It is this feature of this resolution covering this particular
language of the act which makes it impossible for me to support
the resolution. Now, I should like to ask the Members who are
supporting the resolution if they understand that the Senate
of the United States is about to indorse the idea contained in
this language? I should like to ask, I say, the Senators sup-
porting this resolution if they understand that we are about to
indorse a proposition contained in this language, to wit, that we
are willing to enter into association or any form of cooperation
for the purpose of protecting the small nations of Europe?

“ Mr. HrrcHcock. I do not understand the Senator addresses
his remarks particularly to me, but I am frank to say that,
as far as I am personally concerned, I aimed in the resolu-
tion to indorse nothing except the request made by the President
on the warring nations to state the terms upon which peace
might be considered.

“Mr. Boram. May I ask the Senator, since he is on the
floor, if he understands this language to mean that the United
States is willing to enter into an alliance to cooperate with the
nations of Europe for the purpose of protecting the small nations
of Europe?

“ Mr. HrrcHcock. Noj; it does not.

“ Mr. Harpwick. Will the Senator from Idaho yield just a
moment ?

“The PresmiNg OFrFrcEr (Mr. Prrramax in the chair).
the Senator from Idaho yield to the Senator from Georgia?

“Mr. Boran. I yield.

“Mr. Harpwick. Has the language been modified on that
point so as to exclude that?

“Mr. Hircacock. No; my resolution still stands as origl-
nally presented. There have been presented a number of pro-
posed changes as amendments. I have not as yet accepted
anything.

“Mr. BoraH. Then I ask the Senator what the construction
is of the lanzuage of the note where it says:

“ Their interest—

“ Referring to the Government of the United States—

*“ Their interest, moreover, in the means to be adopted to relieve the
smaller and weaker pcoples of the world of the peril of wrong and
violence is as quick and ardent as that of any other people or Govern-
ment. They stand ready, and even eager, to congerate in the accom-
plishment of these ends, when the war is over, with every influence and
resource at their command.

“Now, one of the resources is to enter into treaties for that
purpose and to use the Army and Navy to that end.

“Mr. Hircacock. I might not differ so much with the Sena-
tor from Idaho upon the construction which he places upon
the note. The point I make is that the time when the Senate is
to take a position upon any proposition of that sort will not
arrive until it is proposed by the President or reaches the Senate
in the form of a treaty.

“Mr. Boram. Mr. President, we may adopt a policy and
carry it out afterwards by treaty, but so far as announcing the
attitude of this Government toward the proposition, go far as

Does
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announcing its policy, if that is the meaning of the President's
note and the Congress adopts it, would it not be, so far as the
adoption of the poelicy is concerned, conclusive upon that propo-
sition?

“Mr. Hrrcacock. Mr. President, I trust the Senator will
not insist that my resolution indorses the President’s note. I
have endeavored to make it plain, in what I have said, that I
aim at least in the resolution to indorse nothing execept the
President’s request to the warring nations to state the terms
upon which peace might be considered, and in my opening re-
marks I distinetly disavowed any desire to commit the Senate
to an indorsement of anything which might be controversial or
argumentative.

“Mr. Lewis. Mr. President——

“The Presining Orricer. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Illinois?

“ Mr. Boran. I do.

“ Mr, LEwis, Mr. President, assuming that the Senator from
Idaho likewise addresses his query to me, in view of my ob-
servations on that subject, I desire to ask the Senator in turn,
to form a reply to the query, Does he assume that the President
of the United States by the use of the expression ‘using the
resources at our command’ means that he would do anything
or aftempt to do anything until commanded by the people, and
does he assume that the people, through their representatives,
would ever command anything in violation of the institutions of
America?

“Mr. Boran. Well, it would not be in violation of the insti-
tutions of America if we should adopt the policy, though I think
it would be an exceedingly unwise policy; but there is nothing
in our institutions or Constitution or anything else which would
prevent us from doing so if we desired to do it in a proper way.

“ Mr. Lewis. Might I be pardoned if I asked the Senator if
he would not regard the Monroe doctrine and what it means as
one of the fixed institutions of the political policy of America?

“Mr. BoraH, Yes; but it is one that we could abandon if
we desired to do so. We announced and we can renounce it. It
rests alone with the United States.

“Mr. LEwis. We could likewise, may I suggest to the Sena-
tor, abandon the Constitution if we chose and violate it.

“Mr. Boras. Let me call the Senator’s attention to the
language of the President. It seems that the President has
already consulted with the people in this matter, and he feels
that the people have authorized him to act in the matter; and
that being true, there is nothing to hinder him from proceeding,
according even to the terms of the Senator from Illinois. The
President says:

“ 8o sincerely do we believe in these things that I am sure that I
gpeak the mind and wish of the people of America—

“When that was ascertained I have no means of knowing—

“when I say that the United States is willing to become a partner in
nlljl {easlble association of nations formed in order to realize these
objects—

“ What objects? The objects covered by the platform of the
League to Enforce Peace, before which he was speaking—

“and make them secure against violation.

“ He has already, in his judgment, had the views of the people,
and feels that in entering into this partnership, this association
of nations, for the purpose of enforcing peace, he is carrying
out the will and purpose of the people of the United States.
It may be true that that is the will and the purpose of the
people of the United States; I do not know; but I know that it
is not my will, and never could be. Again, the President says:

“I am sure that the people of the Unlted States would wish their
Government to move along these lines:

“That is to say, carrying out his statement—

“A_ universal assoclation of the nations to maintain the inviolate
gecurity of the highway of the seas for the common and unhindered use
of all the nations of the world, and to prevent any war, begun either
contrary to treaty covenants or without warning, and full submigsion
of the causes to the opinion of the world—a virtual guaranty of terri-
torlal integrity and political independence,

“In other words, we are ready to enter into a combination to
guarantee the territorial integrity of Serbia, of Roumania, and
of every other small nation of Europe that may be involved in
a confroversy in the future.

“ Now, my friends upon the other side, if you desire to meet
the issue fairly and squarely, you will do so by eliminating in
an unmistakable way from the resolution any possible approval
of that proposition. Or if you are in favor of it, if it is the posi-
tion of the majority party in the Senate that they want to
enfer into this league, this partnership, then we are ready to
meet that issue. I insist the question is plainly here, and I do
not propose that it shall be put aside. I want you to take the
responsibility or renounce it.

LVIII—199

“Mr, HircHcocK. Mr, President——

* Mr. BoraH. I yield to the Senator from Nebraska.

“Mr. HrrcuHcockK. In my opinjion and my understanding
of the English language, no change is necessary ; but the Senator
from Washington [Mr., Joxes] has proposed an amendment to
my resolution, and I should like to inquire whether that amend-
ment would meet the views of the Senator from Idaho? The
resolution, as the Senator from Washington proposes to amend
it, would then read as follows :

‘* Resolved, That the Senat
quest by the President in thee a?gﬁ:m?c .a;;lte:tr&n%%g;s%ss t?: trha;
nafions now engaged in war that those nations state the terms upon
which peace might be discussed.

“That is exactly the proposition that I wanted to put before
the Senate. I think the meaning of my resolution is not essen-
tially ehanged by the amendment proposed by the Senator from
Washington, and I should iike to kuow from the Senator from
Idaho whether the adoption of that amendment would obviate
the objection which he finds to my resolution?

“Mr, BoraH, I think the amendment proposed by the Sena-
tor from Washington is entirely a different proposition from
the resolution of the Senator from Nebraska, and if the Senator
from Nebraska is willing to adept the resolution of the Senator
from Washington I shall conclude my remarks at once.

“Mr. Hrreacocx. Well, Mr. President, if such action on my
part would conclude this discussion, or even shorten the dis-
cussion, I should be glad to take it. I will say now that I will
accept the amendment offered by the Senator from Washington,
so far as I am eoncerned.

“Mr. Boran. Do I understand that the amendment of the
Senator from Washington is accepted by the Senator from
Nebraska ? .

Ch“ The Presmixe Orrices. That is the understanding of the
air,

-“Mr. Hrrcacock. I have the right to accept that amend-
ment,i I believe, under the parliamentary situation, and I ac-
cept it

“Mr, Norrrs. Mr. President

“The PreEsipixe OFFIcER. Does the Senator from Idaho yield
to the Senator from Nebraska?

“ Mr. BoraH. I yield for a question.

“Mr. Norris, I should like to say that, while I have an
amendment which I have offered to the resolution, if my col-
league will adopt the language as proposed by the Senator from
Washington, I shall be glad to withdraw my suggested amend-
ment and support the resolution in that form. It contains the
game idea that I was trying to reach with my amendment, and,
so far as I am concerned, in that form I am ready to vote for it.

“ Mr. Hrrcucock. I accept the amendment, Mr. President.

“ The PreEstoING OFFICER. The Senator from Nebraska modifies
his amendment by the acceptance of the amendment proposed by
the Senator from Washington [Mr. JoxEs],

“ Mr. Borag. Mr. President, I stated to the Senator from
Nebraska that, so far as I was concerned, I should terminate
my remarks upon the acceptance by him of the amendment pro-
posed by the Senator from Washington. I want to add this,
however, in a brief way: In voting for the substitute which
has been accepted there is language in the President’s note with
which I do not agree; but it is such that I should not permit
it to stand in the way of any supposed aid that the passage of the
resolution in its present shape might be to the cause of peace. I
would not permit it to stand in the way of my assisting that
movement. I do not want to be understood, however, in casting
my vote for the resolution as approving anything in the note
except the request for terms.”

THE MOONEY CASE.

Mr. PHELAN. Mr. President, I read in the papers yesterday
that John B. Densmore, special agent of the Department of
Labor, had given to the House of Representatives a statement
of a report which he made to the Department of Labor on the
Mooney trial in San Franecisco. Having read in the press that
the Secretary of Labor had stated before the American Federa-
tion of Labor at its last meeting, at Atlantic City, that the trial
had been a fair trial, I was rather surprised that his subordi-
nate should have again precipitated this discussion; and I sent
to the department for a copy, if it were available, of the speech
of the Secretary of Labor, which he kindly sent me. I ask that
that part of it referring to the Mooney trial be printed in the
Recorp, unless the Senate desires to hear it.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I want to say fo the Senator
that the whole speech has been printed in the IRlkcomrp at the
request of the Vice President. I ean not tell the Senator the
exact page, but it is in thefe already—not only the part that he
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asks to have printed now, but every sword that ‘the Secretary of
Labor said at that meeting.

Mr. PHELAN. As long as I am on my feet, I will read just
three or four lines, because there seems to be #in attempt, judg-
ing by editorial comment in the New York press, to reflect upon

the courts of California, and therefore, to refresh the minds of

those who are mot familiar with the speech of the Secretary, T
will read these few words.
The Secretary of Labor says:

You may aeccept it or leave it, as your own judgment tells you is
best. T bave been wvery much interested in the Mooney case. I was re-
quested by the President, when his commission went to look into
the Mooney case and report to him. We looked Into the Mooney case,
and in doing s0 we came to this conclusion: That so far as the jury
was ned that p d upon the evidence presented to it, it could
have come to 'no other conclusion under its sworn dut{rltlmn to conviet
Mooney ; that so far as the judge was concerned who tried the case, he
tried it with absolute fairness,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, if the Senator desires to put in
any further part of the speech as a part of his remarks I shall
not object. Let the Senator mark just which part he wants
published.

Mr. PHELAN. I think it will be more satisfactory to put it
in as the Secretary delivered it. So I will ask that it be inserted
in the Recorp as marked by me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, it will be
s0 ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

May I, algso, Mr. President, take this opportunity of giving a word
of advice in conmection with another situation that has been tense
throughout the country? The advice is given freely, honestly, and
enrnestly. Yon may accept it or leave it as your own judgment ‘tells

on is best. 1 have been wery much interested in the Mooney case,

was requested by the President, when his commission went to
look into the Mooney case and report to him. We looked into the
Mooney case, and In doing so we came to this conclusion: That so
far as the iury was concerned that passed upon the evidence pre-
sented to it, it could have come to no other conclusicn under fits
sworn duty than to conviet Mooney; that so far as the judge was
coneerned who ‘tried the case, he ed it with absolute fairness, But
there were some things existing in addition to that, At the time of
the trial certain evidence had been given by certain individuals
relative to the supposed activities of Mooney. It dfterwards developed
that one of the principal witnesses had written to a friend of his in
Illinois asking him to come to San Franciseo and be prepared to testify
that he had seen Oxman, the witness, at a given point at a given time,
s0 as to testify to the possibility of Oxman’s being at the point where
he claimed to have secured the evidence. The commission was of the
o?h:ion ‘that in view of that change in ‘the evidence, and in view
of other changes that had taken place in the evidenee from the date
of trial, Mooney o
gullt decided upon
was produoced.

At that time I had no fixed opinions as to either the gullt or the
innocence of Mooney, ith me it was not a question of whether
Mooney wus guilty or was innocent, but a question of securingiln fair
trial for him under the existing circumstances. Every effort that the
national administration was able to put forth was put forth for the
purgose of trying to sccure that new trial, and we are not through
with it yet. We are still working on it,

But that is not the phase of the situation that I particularly wanted
to advise you mbout. I am simply stating these facts as premilinary
to what is to follow., ‘There has been carried on thronghout the coun-
try a nation-wide agitation for a universal strike as a protest aguninst
thie convietion of Mooney. My friends, do you realize just what that
actlon means to the masses of the Eeople? you understand fully—
most of you do—the struggle that has taken place in order that trials
may take plnce by jury where people are ‘accused, with the accused
having the opportunity of meeting the ‘witnesses and the jury face to
face, and the jury bhaving op unity of witnessing the manner in
which the witnesses give their testimony? That change, the estab-
lishment of the jury system, was not brought about for the nurgg:e
of protecting the monarch or protecting the nobility. Tt has not n
rincipally essential for the protection of men of great wealth; they
B.m'e usually been in a position to protect themselves. The jury sys-
tem was brought Into existence for the purpose of protecting poor
fe;;ﬂws ke you and ‘me from the power and influéence of the other
rellow.

1t may occasionally miscarry; occasionally an injustice or a wron
may be done, but in the t bulk of cases justice is meted ou
through the jury system. Neither you nor I nor anyone in the labor
movement, no one who belongs to the great masses of our peogl)le. éan
afford to undertake to try Mooney by the process of a strilte. If he is
to be tried, he should be tried by a jury that can meet him face to
face and meect the witnesses face to face and be able to digest the evi-
dence as it comes out, bit by bit. Very few of us have had #n op‘Por-
tunity of examining the evidence in the Mooney case; very few ol us
know anything more about the Mooney case than simply that which is
connected with Oxman, one of the principal witnesses; and yet it is

roposed that every workingman in the country, whether he has in-
‘orination concerning the Mooney case or not, shall become a juror in
this case and at the same time that he hecomes a juror shall enter
into a strike to bring about a decision. What influenee will it ‘have?
The man who under our laws can pardon him or liberate him from

rison -is mot under the jurisdiction of the voters of any other part of
the country than that of California; and 1 do not kuow but that, even
thongh there may be a miscarringe of justice oceasionally, it is a wise
thing that that is the case. The furthl‘rﬁyou get the responsible officers
removed from the electorate, the less influence the electorate has with
those responsible officers; and while the responsible officers may occa-
glonally pursue a course that is not acceptable to the multitude, it is
better that they should be close to the multitude, close to the electorate,
than that they should be far removed, as would be the case if the re-
sponsibility rested with the Federal official instead of with the State or
local official,

It to be given a mew trial, and his innocence or
e evidence as it existed when this new evidence

My frienils, we In this country have been moving on b{ the evolu-
‘tionary gm , 1aking hold of the problems that confront us, hl:lidl.t‘l:é
fast to t which experience demonstrates to be g:oﬂ, lemng loose

those things which experience demonstrates to be bad. It is the safest
‘method, the surest method. Revolutionary processes may move us for-
ward rapidly for a brief period. On the other hand, the chances are
that when a revolution takes place no one will be able to determine
where it will end. That has been true of nearly all the revolutions of
the world, and the policy that has been pursued by the Ameriecan labor
movement of going forward by evolutionary processes, making sure of

| each foothold with every step that it takes, so that there will be no

step backward, 1s the surest and best process for the achievement of
the highest ideals of mankind. I t you. -

PROPAGANDA ON PACKING INDUSTRY.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I ask to have read the tele-
gram which I send to the desk.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the tele-
gram will be read.
The Secretary read as follows:
VALDOSTA, 'GA., July 2§, 1219,
Hon, W. J. HARRIS,

¢
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.:

Representative of Armour & Co., using prepared Enmphletn and
propaganda, appeared before chamber of commerce as lng resolution
of chamber to request your influence in defeating Kenyon bill. Cham-
ber obtained copy of proposed measure and has indorsed same in open
meeting. President of chamber was directed to wire our Senators,
asking that they heartily rt bill and aid in prompt passage. Thls
to you as information, in order that you may know the real rentimcnt.
Wa hope you will use every effort toward early %&um‘ of bill

Tar A. 8. PexpreETox Co.
VaLposta Grocery Co.
Curry Grocery Co.

H. F. TiuMaN Groceny Co,

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 o'clock and 25 minutes
p. m.) the Senate adjourned until Monday, July 28, 1919, at 12
o'clock meridian.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Froay, July 25, 1919.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon, :

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer: /

O Thou Great Spirit, above all, through all, and in us all,
help us to be somebody, to do some things which shall add to the
sum of human happiness, and thus prove ourselves worthy sons

of the living God.

Strong Son of God, immortal love,
‘Whom we, that have not zeen Thy face,
By faith, and faith alone, embrace,
Believing where we can not prove.
Thou seemest human and divine,
The highest, holiest manhood, Thou :
Our wills are ours, we know not how,
Our wills are ours, to make them Thine,

To strengthen, uphold, sustain, and guide us on our way to
the life immortal. Amen.
The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.
TEAVES OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted as fol-

Jows:

To Mr. Howarp, for the remainder of the week, on ‘account of
attending the christening of the ship City of Tulsa. _

To Mr. Lowercaw, for three days, on account of important
business.

To Mr, Micrer, for one day, on account of illness.

To Mr. Jones of Texas, for two days, on account of important
business.

To Mr. MansFierp, for two days, on account of important
business,
ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL.

Mr. RAMSEY, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, reported
that yesterday they had presented to tlie President of the United
States, for his approval, the following bill:

F. . 7418. An act making appropriations for the Department
of Agriculture for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1920.

AIESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

A message from the President of the United States, by Mr.
Sharkey, announced that the President had approved and signed
joint resolution and bill of the following fitles:

H. J. Res. 78. Joint resolution authorizing the President to ex-
tend invitations to other nations to send representatives to the
World Cotton Conference to be held at New Orleans, La., Octo-
ber 13 to 16, inclusive; and

H. R. 7413. An act making appropriations for the Department
of Agriculture for the fiseal year ending June 30, 1920.
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